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ABSTRACT 
The Local Interest as a Consideration in the Planning 
of Highway Construction in the Canyonlands 
Region of Southeastern Utah 
by 
Robert L. Barry, Master of Science 
Utah State University, 1973 
Major Professor: Dr. Perry J. Brown 
Department: Forest Science 
An examination was conducted of the potential of proposed highway 
construction for serving the needs and interests of the population of the 
Canyonlands Region of southeastern Utah. The history of the highway 
X 
development issue in the region was first examined with special attention given 
to the local position on the issue as expressed by local government spokesmen. 
Next, the total system of development proposals for the region was divided into 
four sections using criteria of area served and degree of controversy. A map 
analysis was conducted to determine how these four separate proposals would 
serve transportation needs of the region. Travel data for 1971 Utah nonresident 
travelers were utilized to determine present tourism travel and expenditure 
patterns within the region. Projections were made as to how these patterns 
would be altered by the four proposals and of how such alterations would affect 
the tourism industry in the five Canyonlands counties. Region resident 
xi 
perceptions of how the proposals would serve transportation, tourism deveiop-
ment, and general economic needs of the region, its counties, and communities 
were obtained from 231 questionnaires. The same instruments also examined 
resident preferences for route development. 
The analyses indicated that the proposed developments will have few 
effects on regional transportation needs, and that the impact on the tourism 
industry will be substantial in some areas within the region and negligible in 
others. Resident expectations of which proposals would best meet county, com-
munity, and household needs were generally realistic. Residents assigned 
priority for development to proposals anticipated to best serve needs at these 
levels. Regional needs were not clearly perceived and were not important in 
determining development preferences. The position on the highway development 
issue taken by local government leaders distorts the views of residents but does 
so in a way which generally serves the local interest. 
( 160 pages) 
INTRODUCTION 
The Canyonlands Region of southern Utah derives its name fro·m the 
labyrnth of canyons carved through the region's soft sandstone by the Colorado 
River and its tributaries. Such topography makes travel through the region an 
exceptionally difficult endeavor, yet for many years there was no real trans-
portation problem. The region offered few of the resources required by the 
society that grew up around it, so there was little reason to attempt travel in 
the area. Suddenly in the mid 1940's that situation changed; society developed 
a need for the uranium ore available in the region and a prospecting boom 
reminiscent of early day gold rushes shook the area out of its quiet, remote 
isolation. The boom subsided but was followed by the construction of the Glen 
Canyon Dam on the Colorado River ncar the Utah-Arizona border. 
These events drew attention to the region and to the fact that it did have 
desired resources. The resultant scramble to tap these resources has become 
a classic example of the difficulties inherent in regional, resource development 
planning. In the absence of unifying goals for development, plans have been 
made for the region which are highly incompatible. A salient example of this 
situation is that plans have been made to locate the world's largest coal-fired 
power plant immediately adjacent to a national recreation area and a defacto 
wilderness area which has been proposed for formal wilderness study. The 
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patent incompatibility of such plans unfortunately has led to conflict beween 
interests rather than to coordination and rational development. 
The Issue 
Virtually all the proposals which have been put forward for development 
of the region have one common point. They require that some access be pro-
vided into the region. The various interests involved have varying desires 
and priorities for highway development; and each has attempted to further what 
it perceives as its own best interest in its efforts to get routes approved, funded, 
and constructed. One of the most vocal of these interest groups has been the 
local population of the Canyonlands Region as represented by their elected local 
leadership. This group avidly seeks development of an extensive system of 
highways to provide for local travel needs and to strengthen the region's 
economy. The system they advocate would provide maximum access to the 
scenic and recreational resources of the region. Tbey say it would attract 
tourists and travelers with their expenditures to the region. 
Portions of the highway system advocated by the local spokesmen have 
been vehemently opposed by conservation groups seeking wilderness designation 
for parts of the region. The primary argument of these organizations has been 
that the route segments they oppose would not be in the national interest, but 
they have also affirmed that these segments would actually be detrimental to 
the interests of the population of the Canyonlands Region. 
Two directly opposing interest groups have asserted that their position 
on the highway development issue would be in the best interest of the Canyonlands 
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Region Population. Both factions have presented arguments supporting their 
contention, but neither side has prevailed, largely because neither can present 
conclusive evidence in support of its position. This raises the point: where 
does the local interest lie in the highway development issue? Which proposals 
would best serve the needs of the Canyonlands Region? 
Objectives 
The question of the local interest is only one facet of the decision 
making context for highway development in the Canyonlands Region, but it is 
probably the issue that is most in doubt and it may well prove to be the point 
on which the ultimate decision will turn. The study reported in this paper was 
designed to shed some light on this issue by seeking answers to the following 
questions. 
1. What portions of the proposed system would best fit local transporta-
tion needs? 
2. Since the primary rationale for much of the proposed highway system 
is the provision of scenic-recreation travel routes, does Utah tourism data pro-
vide any indication of probable usage of elements of the system for this purpose 
and of how such usage might bear on the local communities and economy? 
3. Which portions of the system do residents of the region perceive as 
being in their best interest and what reasons do they give for these preferences? 
4. Are the perceptions of the local residents as to their best interests 
congruent with indications obtained from tourism data and transportation needs 
analysis? 
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5. Are the positions taken by local governmental bodies reasonable 
expressions of the views of their constituents? 
THE BACKGROUND 
Regional Sketch 
Geography 
The five counties, Grand, San Juan, Kane, Garfield, and Wayne, which 
make up the area of concern for this study are located in the southeastern 
portion of Utah and constitute roughly one quarter of the land area of the state 
(Figure 1). The dominant regional land form is characterized by the red-rock 
canyons of the Colorado River drainage, but there are major variations on this 
theme (Figure 2). The Sevier River, a part of the Great Basin drainage, flows 
northward through two valleys along the western edge of the region. This 
drainage is separated from that of the Colorado by a series of high plateaus, 
which in some places reach elevations approaching 11, 000 feet. These plateaus 
support alpine forests of Ponderosa Pine, Aspen, Spruce, and Fir. 
As the land drops away from these elevations on their eastern flank 
Pinyon Pine and ,Juniper replace the alpine forests. Here the Canyonlands begin 
as streams draining the plateaus cut washes, gulleys, and canyons through the 
soft sandstone. The beauty of this transition from high plateau to red-rock 
canyons has lead to the establishment of Bryce Canyon and Capitol Reef 
National Parks. 
Still further east lie desolate tablelands cut in some places only by 
shallow washes and in others by mazes of spectacular cac~yons such as those of 
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the Escalante River. Out of such lands (in eastern Garfield County) the 
Henry Mountains rise suddenly to an elevation exceeding 10,000 feet. Just to 
the east of the Henry Mountains winds the heart of Canyonlands, the mighty 
canyons of the Colorado River. 
The river enters Utah from Colorado near the town of Cisco in Grand 
County, and winds southwestward through the region exiting the state near 
Page, Arizona. Glen Canyon Dam, near Page, backs up the Colorado to form 
Lake Powell in what was once the Glen Canyon of the Colorado. Before the 
river reaches the lake its confluence with the Green River flowing down from 
the north creates what has been designated as Canyonlands National Park. The 
Dirty Devil River flows into Lake Powell from the northwest near the upper end 
of the lake. Further south, in Kane County, the Escalante River also flows in 
from the northwest, and then the San Juan River forms a major arm of the lake 
as it enters from the east. 
East of the Colorado River tablelands dotted with Pinyon and Juniper and 
cut by red-rock canyons are again the rule, but in the northern portion of the 
region peaks of the La Sal Mountains approach 13,000 feet elevation. Further 
south the Abajo Mountains dominate the skyline of San Juan County. South of 
the San Juan River lies the famed Monument Valley within the Navajo Indian 
Reservation. 
The superb scenic beauty and geologic character of the Canyonlands 
Region has resulted in the establishment of four national parks, two national 
monuments and a national recreation area. A number of state parks also dot 
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the region showing off its beauty. Yet, the magnificence of the Canyonlands 
country shows little respect for officially designated boundary lines and milch 
spectacular scenery bears no official label. 
Population characteristics 
Analysis of population trends and characteristics provides some clues 
to conditions existing in the Canyonlands Region. The U, S. Bureau of the 
Census (197lb) enumerated a total population in the five counties of 23,355 
persons. Together with the region's land area of 23, 387 square miles this 
figure reveals a population density of 1. 0 persons per square mile. By com-
parison the population density for Utah for the same period was 12. 9 persons 
per square mile. The three western counties in the region all exhibited densities 
of approximately 0. 6 persons per square mile, while San Juan and Grand Counties 
revealed figures of 1. 2 and 1. 8 respectively. In short, the 2.2 per cent of the 
state's population residing in fue Canyonlands Region occupies 28.4 per cent 
of the state's land area (Table 1). 
Trends in population for fue region are far more revealing social 
indicators than simple population density. Census figures (Table 2) show that 
although the population of Utah increased 18. 9 per cent from 1960 to 1970 the 
population of the Canyonlands Region remained constant. If a tremendous in-
crease in population had not taken place on the Navajo Reservation in southern 
San Juan County, the region would have lost population. In fact, the three 
western counties, Kane, Garfield, and Wayne, did show substantial decreases 
in population. 
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Table 1. Land area, population, and population density of Canyonlands Region 
counties compared with Utah totals. 
County 
Garfield 
Grand 
Kane 
San Juan 
Wayne 
Region Total 
State total 
Region total as 
percentage of 
state total 
a Land area 
(sq miles) 
5,217 
:3,692 
4,105 
7,884 
2,489 
23,387 
82,339 
28.4 
Population 
1970b 
3,157 
6,688 
2,421 
9, 606 
1,483 
23,335 
1, 059,237 
2.2. 
Population per 
square mile of 
land area 
0.6 
1.8 
0.6 
1.2 
0.6 
1.0 
---
12.9 
aSource: Utah Bureau of Economic and Business Research. 1969. 1969 
Statistical Abstract. Table 1. 
bsource: U"S" Bureau of the Census. 1971b. UoSo Census of Population: 
1970, Number of Inhabitants, utah, Tables 1 and 10. 
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Table 2. Population of Canyonlands counties and census divisions: 1970 and 
1960a. 
County subdivisions b Percent 
1970 1960 change 
Garfield County 3,157 3, 577 -11.7 
Panguitch division 1, 546 1,741 -11.2 
Tropic division 819 966 -15.2 
Escalante division 789 827 - 4.6 
Hite division 3 43 -93.0 
Grand County 6,688 6,345 5.4 
Moab division 6,272 5,995 4.6 
Thompson division 416 350 18.9 
Kane County 2,421 2,667 - 9.2 
Kanab division 1' 621 1,758 - 7.8 
Orderville division 800 909 -12.0 
San Juan County 9, 606 9,040 6.3 
Blanding division 3,439 3,224 6.0 
Monticello division 2, 293 3,208 -28.5 
Navajo division 3, 874 2,558 49.7 
Wayne County 1,483 1, 728 -14.2 
Loa division 1,302 1, 559 -16.5 
Hanks ville division 181 169 7.1 
Region Total 23,355 23,357 0.0 
State Total 1, 059,272 890,627 18.9 
a source: U.S. Bureau of the Census. 197lb. U.s. Census of Population: 1970, 
Number of Inhabitants, Utah, Tables 1 and 10. 
b:Figure 3 depicts county census divisions. 
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Also indicative of the region's less than ideal socio-economic conditions is 
the age distribution of the population (Table 3). The median age for the region 
differs considerably from that for Utah. San Juan County population is con-
siderably younger than the Utah median while the populations of Garfield, Kane, 
and Wayne Counties are older than the norm. Only in Grand County does the 
median age approximate the Utah figure. More important, the percentage of 
the population which is either under 18 years of age, or 65 years and older is 
abnormally high throughout the region. Persons of an age to be in the normal 
work force, then, make up an unusually small part of the population. 
Economic situation 
A detailed analysis of the economy of the Canyonlands Region is beyond 
the scope of this study, but a brief overview of the situation is essential to 
understanding the local interest as it relates to highway development. A com-
mon complaint among residents of the Canyonlands Region is that when their 
children grow up they have to go elsewhere in order to find good employment 
opportunities. That this migration does occur was born out by the population 
distribution for the region as described above. That lack of income opportunity 
is a factor in this migration can be inferred from simple economic data. Table 
4 clearly shows that the income of families and of individuals in the region is 
well below comparable figures for the state. Of the five counties in the region, 
only Grand County shows income figures approaching state averages. 
The U.S. Bureau of the Census (1972a, l972b) and the Utah Department 
of Employment Security (1971) are the primary sources of up to date information 
1'! 
Table 3. Age distribution of Can:tonlands Region !20J2Ulationa. 
County subdi visionb Median Per cent Per cent Per cent 
age under 65 years under 18 
18 years and over years or 
65 years 
and over 
Garfield County 
Panguitch division 2 7. 6 40.1 11.0 51.1 
Tropic division 22.8 44.3 9.0 53.9 
Escalante division 27.8 40.2 8.1 48.3 
Hite division 
Grand County 
Moab division 22.2 44.9 4.3 49.2 
Thompson division 27.9 35.8 7.2 43.0 
Kane County 
Kanab division 28.7 39.6 10.2 49.8 
Orderville division 25.3 44.0 9.5 53.5 
San Juan County 
Blanding division 19.2 48.9 5.3 54.2 
Monticello division 22.7 44.5 5.3 49.8 
Navajo division 15.9 55.4 3.4 58.8 
Wayne County 
Hanksville division 26.0 41.4 7.7 <19. 1 
Loa division 33.6 37.7 12.8 50.5 
State of Utah 23.1 40.0 7.3 47.3 
aSource: u.s. Bureau of the Census. 1971 a. u.s. Census of Population: 
1970, General Population Characteristics, Utah, Tables 20 and 33. 
b Source: :Figure 3 depicts county census divisions. 
Table 4. Income status in 1969 for Canyonlands Region Countiesa. 
Counties 
State of Utah 
Garfield Grand Kane San Juan Wayne 
Median income of 
families $7,116 $9,066 $7,935 $6, 604 $5,836 $9,320 
Per capita income 
of persons $2,388 $2,559 $2,387 $1, 705 $1,757 $2,703 
Percent of families 
with income less 
than poverty level 12.3 9.4 7.5 32.9 10.5 9. 1 
Percent of families 
with income of 
$15, 000 or more 6. 9 14.8 12.2 7. 5 4.1 17.0 
asource: u.s. Bureau of the Census. l972b. U.S. Census of Population: 1970, General Social and Economic 
Characteristics, Utah, Tables 44 and 144. 
,... 
Vl 
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on employment in the region. Since data from these three sources are based on 
different sampling procedures and periods, the studies differ somewhat relative 
to the importance of various industries in the regional economy. But, taken 
together the studies provide some general indications. 
The economy depicted by these sources is one based on services, mining, 
and agriculture. Accord::1g to the U.S. Bureau of the Census (1972a) approxi-
mately three out of every seven employed persons in the region is engaged in 
retail or wholesale trade or in providing non-governmental services. The 
efforts of these individuals provide income for the region only to the extent that 
they conduct business with, and provide services to persons who earn their 
incomes outside the region. The second largest aggregation of employees in 
the region is composed of those involved in governmental functions including 
education. Once again a major portion of the incomes of this group are probably 
derived from within the region. Mining, an industry which does produce in-
come for the region, has its effect concentrated in Grand and San Juan Counties. 
The strength of mining in Grand County has certainly contributed to the relatively 
healthy income situation which has existed in that county. Agricultural employ-
ment has been declining steadily in the Canyonlands Region as it has in other 
parts of the Nation, yet as an industry which brings income into the region, it 
still plays an important role. 
The overall pattern that emerges is the typical one displayed by rural 
economies which have not found other industries to replace jobs lost in the 
agricultural sector. This situation is aggravated in the Canyonlands Region by 
the seasonal nature of much of the employment that is available. AgricultUle, 
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tourism, and many government functions all have their peak season during the 
summer and early fall months. The Utah Department of Employment Security 
(1971, p. 81) estimate of employment in non-agricultural payrolls in the region 
indicated a fluctuation from a low of 5,182 workers employed during January, to 
a high of 6, 481 in September. This variation amounted to 22 per cent of the 
region's average employment for the year. 
Present highway system 
Figure 4 depicts the highway system presently serving the Canyonlands 
Region and adjacent areas. Traffic moving north or south through southern 
Utah has three primary route choices. Interstate Highway 15, sections of 
which are not yet constructed to interstate standards, lies outside the Canyon-
lands Region on the west. Paralleling Interstate Highway 15 within the 
western portion of the region is U.S. Highway 89. This two lane paved highway 
provides the most direct route between the Wasatch :Front and the North Rita of 
Grand Canyon. At Kanab, in Kane County it turns east (Alternate U.S, Highway 
89 continues south) and exits the state near Glen Canyon Dam and Page, Arizona. 
The remaining north-south route through southern Utah is U.S. Highway 163. 
This route connects with Interstate Highway 70 in Grand County, passes through 
the population centers of Grand and San Juan Counties, and joins U.S. Highway 
160, the Navajo Trail, at Kayenta, Arizona. 
The only major east-west route passing through the region does so 
through a sparsely populated portion of Grand County. This route, Interstate 
Highway 70, continues west through the San Rafael Swell in Emery County and 
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eventually intersects Interstate Highway 15 at Cove Fort. Portions of Interstate 
Highway 70, including several sections within Grand County, are not yet 
constructed to interstate standards. South of the Canyonlands Region in Arizona 
U.S. Highway 160 provides the only other all weather east-west route in the 
vicinity. 
Several other routes also serve areas within the region. Utah Highway 
24 serves the communities in Wayne County. Similarly, Utah Highway 12 
serves Garfield County from U.S. Highway 89 near Panguitch to the town of 
Boulder. Improvement and oiling of the graded dirt road between Boulder and 
the town of Torrey in Wayne County has been started. Eastward from Boulder 
a graded dirt road known as the Burr Trail cuts through the southern portion of 
Capitol Reef National Park and intersects a similar road connecting Utah High-
way 24 in Wayne County with Bullfrog Basin on Lake Powell. These roads 
frequently are not open or not adviseable for travel by standard automobile. 
Utah Highway 95 which has frequently been described as the backbone 
for regional highway development connects with Utah Highway 24 at Hanksville, 
then runs southeastward to Hite Crossing on Lake Powell and continues eastward 
to an intersection with U.S. Highway 163 just south of Blanding in San Juan 
County. Much of this road has been improved and paved in the last few years, 
but two unimproved parts remain. One section of winding dirt and gravel which 
includes several excessive grades bears a large sign, "Road Closed to Trucks 
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. 1 Tra1lers." New Road is under construction to replace the most inadequate 
portion of this section. 
Several highways which have not been mentioned in this discussion are 
depicted in Figure 4. Most of these routes serve to provide ingress and egress 
for the region or give access to points on Lake Powell. 
Analysis of the Issue 
Issue development 
The highway development issue which now exists in the Canyonlands 
Region has a considerable history. No single event or point in time may be 
identified as a beginning point, rather it would seem reasonable to speculate 
that the modern situation is rooted in the difficulty of travel within the region 
and the frustrations of early settlers as they tried to conduct their business and 
to construct and maintain even a rudimentary transportation system in this 
rugged country. 
Perhaps the first events relating directly to the present issue involved 
introduction of several bills in the United States Congress during the summer of 
1961. Bills were introduced to establish a Canyonlands National Park, to give 
National Park status to Arches and Capitol Reef National Monuments, and to 
authorize a parkway connecting the parks and monuments in Utah. No action 
was taken on any of these proposals by the 87th Congress, But, the stage has 
been set for the fight that was to come. 
1Personal observation of the author, July 19, 1972. 
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While the Congressmen were introducing bills the Bureau of Reclamation 
was taking concrete action in the canyon of the Colorado River just south of 
the Utah-Arizona border. The object of their efforts, the Glen Canyon Dam, 
went into operation in January, 1963, and the waters of Lake Powell began to 
rise over "the land no one knew." Wilderness enthusiasts felt deeply the loss 
of the beautiful Glen Canyon and could take only slight comfort from the fact 
that a small remnant, the Escalante River drainage, would not be flooded. Even 
before the lake formed, the lands which would surround it had been designated 
by administrative agreement as the Glen Canyon National Recreation Area. 
In Washington, similar bills to those which had died with the 87th 
Congress were again introduced in the 88th Congress. The time was now right 
for one of these and on September 12, 1964, the Canyonlands National Park was 
officially established (Library of Congress Legislative Reference Service, 1964). 
The remaining bills were introduced into subsequent Congresses for several 
years before any action was taken. 
Other actions relating directly to the highway development issue as it 
now stands were also taking place during the early 1960's. The Utah State 
Department of Highways acting with the cooperation of several other state and 
federal agencies prepared a report on the needs for highway development in the 
Golden Circle portion of southern utah. 2 This report was published under the 
title Access Roads for the Golden Circle (Utah State Department of Highways, 
2The term "Golden Circle" refers to a collection of about 40 scenic 
and recreational attractions which lie within a circle around the Four Corners 
Area. In Utah the Golden Circle area very closely approximates the Canyon-
lands Region. 
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1966). This report listed and described the scenic attractions of the Golden 
Circle, cited data from the report of the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review 
Commission to demonstrate demand for such attractions, and then stated: 
The construction and improvement of roads in this area .. 
will have a beneficial effect not only by increasing recreational use, 
but also to all other segments of economic enterprise such as grazing, 
mining, oil exploration and production, timber harvesting, farming, 
and could encourage industrial growth in related fields, (Utah State 
Department of Highways, 1966) 
No data in support of this sweeping statement were included in the report, In-
stead, the report turned to a series of maps displaying the road needs of various 
land management agencies in the area. These were followed by a map entitled 
"Highway Department Needs for the Golden Circle," Finally, a composite map 
combined all the route proposals that had appeared on the various other maps. 
The implication was clear that this final map embodied the highway needs for 
the region. 
In short, the Golden Circle report did not establish highway development 
needs for southern Utah, it simply expressed the desires of various federal, 
state, and local government bodies. In spite of this the report has played a 
major role in the evolution of the highway development issue. It aroused public 
expect~tions and solidified the positions of the interest groups involved. Even 
today, although highway department personnel claim to have discarded the 
report as a basis for their plans, the county commissioners of the Canyonlands 
Region counties express their position by saying that what they want is the com-
plete Golden Circle Highway system (Black, 1972). 
As the positions of the various interests became clarified following 
publication of the Golden Circle report, the highway development issue began 
to come into focus. The local population of the Canyonlands Region as repre-
sented by the! r county commissions along with the State of Utah as represented 
by the Utah State Road Commission generally favored development of the entire 
road system shown by Figure 5. (Some routes depicted in the Golden Circle 
Report which were designed to meet needs of a single land management agency 
have been omitted from Figure 5 for the sake of clarity.) The various interests 
supporting this system did not agree entirely on the priority that should be 
assigned to various portions of the system did not agree entirely on the priority 
that should be assigned to various portions of the system, but they presented an 
essentially united front when faced by opposition to the system. 
Most such opposition came from conservation organizations such as the 
Sierra Club, the Wasatch Mountain Club and other similar groups. These groups 
did not oppose all road development, but vehemently fought against certain 
portions of the system as depcited by Figure 6. These particular proposals 
would be completely new roads which conservation groups fear would destroy 
important wilderness values in the Escalante River drainage and in Canyonlands 
National Park. They have suggested that rather than build new roads the existing 
road system should be improved and designated as a scenic highway. 
The protagonists had become firmly entrenched in their positions by 
1969. In January of that year President Johnson, on his last day of office, 
issued a proclamation greatly increasing the size of Arches and Capitol Reef 
National Monuments. Canyonlands residents were highly incensed that they 
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were not consulted prior to this action, and they considered the proclamation tG 
be a ''lock up of multiple use lands." They also feared that a barrier composed 
of Canyonlands National Park, Glen Canyon National Recreation Area, and 
Capitol Reef National Monument was being formed which would prevent the 
development of highway and utility rights of way between the eastern and western 
sectors of southern Utah. Utah's Congressional delegation quickly moved to 
negate the Johnson proclamation. One of them, Senator Frank Moss, simply 
revised his bills granting park status to Arches and Capitol Reef to include 
boundaries larger than those of the original monuments, but smaller than those 
established by the Johnson proclamation. 
While these manuvers were taking place in Washington, the Utah State 
Road Commission announced a public hearing to be held in Kanab during May, 
1969 for the purpose of obtaining public opinion regarding the proposed section 
of highway from Bullfrog Basin to Hole-in-the-Rock. The Kane County 
Commission then called a hearing of its own to determine what position the 
County should take at the Road Commission hearing. Representatives of the 
road commission present at the county hearing explained that the road com-
mission was holding its hearing to establish a corridor from Bullfrog Basin to 
Hole-in-the- Rock so that construction could begin on what would eventually be-
come a parkway down the northwest shore of Lake Powell. When questioned 
about the reasons for giving this particular section of highway priority over the 
section from Glen Canyon City to Hole-in-the- Rock, they stated that it was 
essential to the overall development of the area, and that a wilderness area had 
been proposed for the Escalante drainage which would prevent building the road 
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section from Bullfrog Basin to Hole-in-the Rock of the wilderness proposal be-
came law (Southern Utah News, l969b). 
At the road commission hearing representatives of the local government 
bodies expressed approval of the road corridor idea, but strongly urged that 
construction begin with the Glen Canyon City to Hole-in-the- Rock section so 
that maximum benefits for the region could be obtained in the shortest possible 
time. Representatives of the conservation organizations registered their 
opposition to a road crossing the Escalante River and advocated instead the 
improvement of existing roads in the area. Subsequent hearings on the same 
topic held in Panguitch, Richfield, and Salt Lake City produced similar 
responses. 
In 1970 the Parks and Recreation Subcommittee of the Senate Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs held hearings on the bills before Congress for the 
enlargement of Canyonlands National Park and for the legislative establishment 
of Glen Canyon National Recreation Area. At these hearings Mr. Clem Church 
of the Utah State Road Commission requested that highway corridors through 
the parks be assigned to the State allowing the State to construct the highway 
along the northwest shore of Lake Powell and that language to that effect be 
included in the legislation. The bills were reported out of the Senate Interior 
Committee without such language, whereupon Senator Wallace F. Bennett acting 
on an official request from the Utah State Road Commission introduced amend-
ments to include the road corridor authorization in both bills (Salt Lake Tribune, 
1970). Senator Moss opposed the amendments on the basis that it would be much 
less costly to the State if separate legislation could be passed directing the 
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National Park Service to build and maintain the road. The county commissions 
of the five Canyonlands Region counties sent a letter to Senator Moss urging 
acceptance of the amendments on the basis that Park Service hostility to the 
highway would foil his proposal. The Senate passed the two bills without 
Senator Bennett's amendments. Both bills along with the Senate passed bills 
giving park status to Arches and Capitol Reef Na tiona! Monuments were sub-
sequently killed in House Interior Committee partly because they did not receive 
active support from the Utah delegation in the House, but largely as a result of 
oppostion to them expressed by the county commissions of the Canyonlands 
counties. Tbis operation was based on the idea that too much southern Utah land 
was included within the boundaries of the areas, and on the desire that specific 
highway corridor approval be included in the legislation. 
While these events trans pi red in Washington, the Utah State Road Com-
mission was again holding public hearings to obtain input about proposed high-
way construction along the northwest shore of Lake Powell. This time the 
hearings focused on designating a corridor for the portion of the road which 
would connect Glen Canyon City and Hole-in-the-Rock. At a hearing in Kanab 
on June 30, 1970, county commissioners from Kane, Garfield, San Juan, and 
Wayne Counties went on record as favoring the proposed highway. Conservation 
group representatives again voiced their opposition (Utah State Road Commission, 
1970). 
After analyzing the record of its hearings, the Utah State Road Commis,-
sion acted in October, 1970 to pass resolutions approving the road corridor for 
the entire highway from Glen Canyon City to Bullfrog Basin. In these resolutions 
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the commission instructed the Utah State Highway Department to proceed with 
further preliminary design work. 
In January, 1971 the usual bills relating to the Canyonlands Region were 
reintroduced into the 92nd session of Congress. Senator Moss included in his 
bill (S. 27) on the establishment of Glen Canyon Kational Recreation Area a 
provision instructing the Secretaries of Interior and Transportation in consulta-
tion with other agencies and with the States of Arizona and Utah to: 
conduct a study of proposed road alinements within and adjacent 
to the Glen Canyon National Recreation Area. Such study shall 
consider what roads are appropriate and necessary for full utiliz-
ation of the area for the purposes of this Act as well as to connect 
with roads of ingress and egress to the area. (Moss, 1971, p. 6) 
In June of 1971 the Senate Subcommittee on Parks and Recreation held a 
hearing on the fonr bills relating to enlargement of Canyonlands, the establish-
ment of Glen Canyon National Recreation Area, and the redesignation of Arches 
and Capitol Reef National Monuments. At these hearings Governor Calvin 
Rampton of Utah accompanied by Mr. Clem Church of the Utah State Road Com-
mission testified in favor of the road study provision contained in S.27. Mr. 
Church also recommended adding similar provisions to the bills dealing with 
Canyonlands National Park and with Capitol Reef National Monument. The 
Acting Director of the National Park Service also testified indicating support 
for the road study provision. Conservation group representatives indicated 
that they had no objection to a road study, but requested that it be balanced by 
a study of the Escalante River drainage for possible wilderness designation. 
The San Juan and Garfield County Commissions submitted letters stating: 
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A definite commitment to build a road between Glen Canyon 
City and Bullfrog Basin should be guaranteed with only the specific 
route to be selected by a group representing the Highway Depart-
ment, Department of Interior, Department of Transportation, and 
Representatives of the Counties involved. (U.S. Senate, 1971, 
pp. 83-84) 
The county officials alone were unwilling to agree to the compromise provtsion 
authorizing a road study rather than a road. 
Following the hearings a revtsion to include more of the Escalante 
River drainage in the recreation area and to study this drainage for possible 
wilderness classification was added to S. 27. AlUour bills considered by the 
hearings were passed by the Senate. 
Support then began to develop for a proposal to reduce the boundaries 
of the Glen Canyon National Recreation Area to a narrow strip immediately 
surrounding the Lake Powell shore line and to assign all other surrounding land 
to the Bureau of Land Management under the designation, National Conservation 
Area. The idea behind this proposal was that it would minimize the jurisdiction 
of the National Park Service which was perceived by residents of the region as 
being hostile to such activities as grazing, mineral exploration, and highway 
construction. In March, 1972, Representative Sherman Lloyd introduced a bill, 
H. R. 13550, in the House of Representatives employing this concept of a 
limited Glen Canyon National Recreation Area surrounded by a larger Canyon 
Country National Conservation Area. This bill also contained a provision 
stating that Utah would be allowed to construct the Glen Canyon City to Bullfrog 
Basin Highway (Lloyd, 1972). A few weeks later Representative Lloyd 
introduced a new bill which proposed boundaries for the Glen Canyon National 
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Recreation Area similar to those of the Senate bill with the exception that the 
portion of the Escalante drainage which had been added to the original Senate 
bill was not included. Representative Lloyd's new bill still contained provision 
for a National Conservation Area and for immediate approval of the Glen Canyon 
to Bullfrog Basin road. 
On May 27, the House Interior Subcommittee on Parks and Recreation 
held hearings in Kanab on the Lloyd bill. At this hearing the usual interest 
groups were represented and presented their normal arguments. The road 
corridor issue received the most attention with state and local officials advo-
eating Representative Lloyd's bill with its approval of a road corridor, while 
spokesmen for the Sierra Club and other conservation organizations favored the 
Senate version with its road study proposal. Significantly, the State abandoned 
its position in support of the road study proposal (U.S. House of Representatives, 
1972). 
After a further hearing held in Washington during the first week of June 
it appeared that substantial agreement had been reached by all members of the 
Utah congressional delegation to the effect that the road corridor should be 
approved subject only to a study to determine the exact location. Although 
Representative Morris K. Udall of Arizona made several attempts to amend 
the bill during Subcommittee sessions to bring it more in line with the views of 
conservation groups, his efforts were largely unsuccessful and the bill emerged 
from the Subcommittee containing approval for the Glen Canyon City to Bullfrog 
Basin road and a provision requiring the Interior Secretary to set a reasonable 
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time in which the National Park Service must construct the road. If .for some 
reason that timetable could not be met the Secretary would be authorized to 
grant the State of Utah an easement through the recreation area for construction 
of the road (Southern Utah News, 1972). 
The bill reported out of the Subcommittee received approval of the 
House Interior Committee with no vital changes in spite of attempts to revise 
it from both its supporters and its opponents (Salt Lake Tribune, 1972c). It 
must now come before the House of Representatives and if passed go into con-
ference where a compromise between the Senate and House bills will have to 
be worked out. It is questionable whether or not this process can be completed 
in the time remaining in the 92nd Congress. But, whatever does happen will 
certainly shape the future of the highway development controversy in the Can-
yonlands Region. 
The local interest 
The issue of what highway developments in the Canyonlands Region 
would best serve the local population raises the question of what the region's 
residents think would be in their own best interest. The county commissioners 
of the five counties of the Canyonlands Region have been quite vocal in express-
ing their views on this point. As elected representatives of the population, 
these commissioners have assumed the role of regional spokesmen. 
Opposition to proposals for construction of certain specific highway 
segments has drawn public attention to such controversial segments. This 
attention has tended to obscure the fact that these routes were initially proposed 
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as part of an integrated highway system for the Canyonlands Region. The 
county commissioners of the Canyonlands counties are most emphatic that 
their goal in advocating the development of any particular route segment lS the 
eventual development of the entire system (Black, 1972; Black and Lewis, 1972). 
The network they visualize is essentially that depicted by Figure 5. 
The ultimate purpose of highway development, in the minds of local 
residents, is to revitalize the sagging regional economy (Utah Department of 
Highway, 1966; Southern utah News, 1969a; Black, 1972). Road system develop-
ment is expected to accomplish this purpose by providing access for tourists and 
travelers to the region's numerous scenic and recreational attractions. Local 
residents, county commissioners in particular, have taken note of the consider-
able increases in traffic flows that have occurred in areas adjacent to the region 
following construction of new highways. They anticipate that similar action 
within the region will produce similar results, and that economic prosperity 
will follow (U. S. House of Representatives, 1972). 
Although the county commission spokesmen for the Canyonlands Region 
have expressed as their ultimate goal the development of the total highway system, 
they have also made it clear that there are certain portions of that system which 
they consider to be of primary importance and without which the potential of the 
region cannot be achieved. One such segment is the highly controversial road 
along the northwest shore of Lake Powell from Glen Canyon City to Bullfrog 
Basin (Utah State Road Commission, 1970; U.S. Senate, 1971; U.S. House of 
Representatives, 1972). The local spokesmen have repeatedly expressed their 
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support for this road and their reasons for favoring its development. They 
perceive the road as both a transportation artery and a scenic attraction which 
will bring travelers into the region who would otherwise pass around it. These 
spokesmen constantly reiterate that although 90 per cent of Lake Powell lies 
within the state of Utah, 90 per cent of the expenditures of lake visitors takes 
place in Arizona. They expect the Glen Canyon City to Bullfrog Basin highway 
to remedy this injustice (Utah State Road Commission, 1970; U. S. House of 
Representatives, 1972). They also expect that by making the region's national 
parks and monuments accessable to travelers from the population centers of the 
West Coast, the road will bolster the tourism industry throughout the region. 
Local spokesmen have responded to the charge that since the road does 
not pass through any regional population centers that it will actually decrease 
tourism income for the region, by advocating that specific provision for the 
development of resort communities near the marinas on the lake be included 
in any legislation giving statuatory recognition to the Glen Canyon National 
Recreation area (U.S. Senate, 1971; U. S. House of Representatives, 1972). 
Their logic is that such resort communities would depend on the existing towns 
in the region for services and for a work force, thus bringing prosperity to all. 
Commissioner Black of San Juan County has also commented that if the road 
does bypass the population centers of the region at least it is a much closer 
bypass than the Navajo Trail or Interstate Highways 15 and 70 (Salt Lake 
Tribune, 1972a). 
Althouth general transportation use is inconsistent with the National 
Park Service parkway concept, the residents of the region as represented by 
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their county commissioners firmly believe that the Glen Canyon City to Bullfrog 
Basin highway will fill important regional transportation needs. They perceive 
that it will resolve the difficulty of traveling between the eastern and western 
portions of the region, and point out that presently the only all weather routes 
between the two sectors are U.S. Highway 89 and U.S. Highway 160 in Arizona 
or Utah Highway 24 and Interstate Highway 70 across the northern end of the 
region. Completion of State Highway 95, they believe, will solve only a portion 
of this problem and needs to be combined with a route along the lake to be 
effective (U.s. House of Representatives, 1972). 
There has been less opportunity for local spokesmen to express their 
views on the proposed road from Moab to Hite Crossing by way of Canyonlands 
National Park, so the extent of local support for this proposal is not entirely 
clear. The county commissions actively advocated efforts to insert provision 
for a road corridor through the Canyonlands National Park in the legislation for 
expanding the park boundaries (Yardly, eta!., 1970). On the other hand, they 
have not used the Canyon Country National Parkway concept extensively in their 
arguments supporting the Lake Powell Highway. 3 There have also been 
expressions of support for the idea of building a scenic highway between a 
point an Utah Highway 95 near Natural Bridges National Monument and a point 
on U.S. Highway 163 near La Sal Junction (Black and Lewis, 1972). This ronte 
would serve at least some of the same functions as a road from Rite Crossing 
to Moab via Canyonlands National Park. 
3This concept involves building and designating a highway from near 
Grand Junction, Colorado to Glen Canyon City, Utah via a route that would re-
main in the vicinity of the Colorado River. The southern part of the parkway 
would be the Bullfrog Basin to Glen Canyon City road. 
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The Canyonlands residents' priorities for route development are also in 
doubt. Over the years the improvement and paving of Utah Highway 95 has been 
generally accepted as having first priority (Southern Utah News, 1969a), but 
this work is now nearing completion. Beyond this, development priorities 
apparently depend on the availability of funds and the needs of various counties 
and communities in the region (Black, 1972). The expressed importance of 
any particular development may also be expected to increase as opposition to 
that development increases. 
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PROCEDURES 
Analysis of Proposed Highway System 
The first step of this study involved the gathering of information relating 
to the Canyonlands Region highway system as it now exists and as it would be-
come after the addition of developments that have been proposed. Information 
on the existing system was readily obtained in the form of an official state 
highway map (utah State Road Commission, 1972). This basic datum was 
supplimented and verified using information obtained from current news sources 
and from personal observation during excursions in the region. Proposals for 
future development of the system were garnered from the wealth of sources 
which have been produced during the history of the issue (Utah State Department 
of Highways, 1966, 1970: Escalante Wilderness Committee, 1970: Utah State 
Road Commission, 1970). 
Those proposed developmenta which appeared to have strong support 
from major interest groups were selected for further study. The resultant 
system of development proposals is depicted by Figure 7. To facilitate analysis, 
this system was segmented into four sections utilizing the following criteria: 
area served; present state of development; degree of controversy (Figure 8). 
The two sections serving the portion of the Canyonlands Region north and east 
of Hite Crossing were labeled as construction proposals NE-1 and NE-2 and 
the two south and west of Hite were designated as proposals SW-1 and SW-2. 
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Proposals NE-2 and SW-2 involve improvement of existing roads, and have not 
been controversiaL NE-1 and SW-1 which would be new highways have been the 
focus of the highway development controversy. They would constitute the 
Canyon Country National Parkway route. 
Forecasting Effects of Development 
on Regional Transportation 
In order to estimate the effect that these proposed developments would 
have on regional transportation needs, several mileage logs were prepared. 
Each log displayed how the paved highway mileage between some central place 
in the region and other points both in and out of the region would change as 
successive construction proposal sections were added to the existing highway 
system. The mileage change effects of the construction proposals were con-
sidered in succession rather than independently because the impact of each 
development will be felt in the context of other developments. The impact 
that proposal NE-2 would have on the present system was determined and 
recorded first because it is the least controversial and the nearest to com-
pletion. The effect that proposal SW-2 would have on the highway system, as it 
would exist following construction of NE-2, was next considered on the basis that 
SW-2 is also largely non-controversial as it involves only the improvement of 
existing roads most of which are almost certain to be improved eventually. 
Finally the effects of SW-1 and then NE-1 were taken into account in distance 
determinations. The completed charts not only revealed the effect of adding 
successive developments to the system, but also showed the paved highway 
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mileages that would exist between central places following the completion of 
the entire system of proposed construction. Mileages were measured via paved 
routes because the problems of using unpaved roads as transportation arteries 
within the region have been employed as a major argument for highway develop-
ment. 
The mileages used in these calculations of the effects of proposed highways 
were obtained by several means. Where development would involve improvement 
of an existing gravel road, the mileage of that road was used in the calculations. 
The mileage for proposal SW-1 was obtained using routes depicted on highway 
department maps contained in public hearing records (Utah State Road Commis-
sion, 1970). These routes were carefully drawn onto large scale contour maps 
and the distance along them obtained from the map scale. The route of proposal 
NE-1 was one described by Mr. Bates Wilson, former Superintendent of Canyon-
lands National Park, as the most likely route of eventual development (the State 
Highway Department has not officially released a proposed alinement). NE-1 
mileage was then determined by plotting the route on a large scale map. 
The final step in estimating the effect of various highway developments 
on Canyonlands Region transportation involved analyzing how the distance changes 
resulting from the proposed developments would affect travel and transportation 
needs within the region. This analysis consisted mainly of an appraisal of the 
value of the distance changes in meeting needs of the population. Value was 
not considered to be inherent in distance changes between points. The point 
examined dealt with whether or not such changes would provide better access 
to sources of goods and services, to potential markets, or to the region's natural 
resources. 
Forecasting Effects on Tourism and 
Nonresident Travel 
The first step employed to estimate the effect of highway development 
in the Canyonlands Region on tourism and nonresident travel was to descern the 
present travel patterns of this group in the region. The best available source 
of information on this point was data collected by the Institute for the Study of 
Outdoor Recreation and Tourism at Utah State University. Since 1968 the 
Institute has been studying out-of-state travelers in Utah and preparing quarterly 
reports for the Utah Department of Developmental Services. One of the data col-
lection techniques employed for these studies has involved the distribution of 
travel diaries (Appendix A) to a sample of nonresident motorists as they enter 
Utah. The information obtained from these diaries and from other sources 
and techniques allows the Institute to estimate nonresident travel and expenditure 
patterns in the state. 
Completed diaries covering a period of one year beginning March l, 1971 
were obtained and those which showed travel in the Canyonlands Region were 
separated from the total sample. Each of these diaries was then analyzed to 
determine where the travel party entered and exited the Canyonlands Region, 
where they went within the region, and where they made expenditures. To 
facilitate coding and interpretation, the region was divided by counties and by 
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sub-county zones (Figure 9). The location of zones and zone boundaries was 
selected with the purpose of obtaining the maximum information about tourist 
travel and expenditure patterns in the region that could be gained from a 
reasonably simple and economical coding system. Generally speaking zones 
were designed around major travel arteries and possible expenditure nodes 
within a county. Garfield County provides the best example of the logic employed 
in designating zones. Zone one in that county includes the communities located 
along U.S. Highway 89. Designation of this zone made it possible to determine 
the proportion of regional travelers who used this route and to estimate their 
expenditures in these communities. Zone two included Bryce Canyon National 
Park and the towns immediately east of the Park along utah Highway 12. This 
zone provided an indication of tourist visits to the Park and their expenditures 
in the immediate vicinity. Zone three, which included the communities of 
Escalante and Boulder, farther east along Utah Highway 12 was expected to 
reveal the proportion of Bryce Canyon visitors who used this route rather 
than backtracking to U. S. Highway 89. Finally, zone four was located at 
Hite Crossing to indicate the extent of travel across the region via Utah 
Highway 95. 
Travel parties were then classified into five groups according to their 
purpose for being in the region. The first group, labeled as "scenic tourists, ·• 
included those parties which indicated on their diary that they were on a vacation 
or pleasure trip and that they had visited at least one scenic attraction in the 
region. The second group, "Lake Powell rccreationists," were those who 
indicated that they were in the region for the specific purpose of pursuing 
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Figure 9. Tourism and travel zones in the Canyonlands Region 
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recreation activities on the lake. The final group of pleasure travelers was 
composed of those who indicated that they were on a vacation, but who did not 
give any evidence of having visited any recreational or scenic attraction in the 
region. This group was labeled as "transient vacationers." All parties that 
indicated that they were traveling for nonpleasure purposes were placed in a 
"business travel'' category if they indicated a specific purpose for being in the 
region, or they were assigned to a ''transient business" group if they were 
simply passing through the region enroute elsewhere. 
A computer program was written and employed to analyze the data ob-
tained from traveler diaries. This program computed the portion of total 
regional travelers belonging to each travel group which entered each zone in 
the region, determined the expenditures of each group in each zone, and indicated 
the utilization of entry and exit points by each travel group. Data estimating 
total out-of-state traveler expenditures in the five counties of the region were 
obtained from the Institute along with information which made it possible to 
estimate total nonresident traveler parties entering the region (Hunt and Brown, 
1971; Hunt, Brown, and Kinzler, 1971a, 197lb, 1972). These data permitted 
estimation of the number of travel parties and the amount of expenditures in 
eaeh zone by each travel group. 
The technique employed to assess present tourism and nonresident travel 
in the Canyonlands Region has limitations which make it necessary to consider 
the results obtained as only a very rough indicator of travel in the region. 
1. Nonresidents to Utah comprise only a portion of the travelers 
in the Canyonlands Region who are not residents of the region. 
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There is also a considerable amount of travel in the region by 
Utah residents who live outside the Canyonlands. The expenditure 
of these travelers are obviously as important to the region's 
tourism industry as are those of out-of-state visitors. Un-
fortunately, no information about travel of this group was 
available and generating such data was beyond the scope of this 
study. Prediction of highway development effects on tourism and 
travel in the region was therefore largely limited to the effect on 
out-of-state travelers. 
2. Hunt and Brown (1969) have explained how the sampling techniques 
employed by the Institute for the Study of Outdoor Recreation and 
Tourism are designed to produce an unbiased sample of travel and 
travel expenditures in the state. A basic element of these tech-
niques was that diaries were distributed during equal time periods 
at each entrance to the state making the sample obtained self-
weighting. \';'ben the data collected statewide are applied to the 
Canyonlands Region alone the self-weighting feature is lost. 
Travelers entering the region from the east or south cross state 
borders and appropriate weights for their returns can be determined, 
but entry points to the region from the north and west are not 
state entry points. Parties coming from these directions receive 
their diaries at sampling points distant from where they enter the 
region so the weight to assign to the returns from persons entering 
at these points cannot be determined. It is therefore necessary to 
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assume that point of entry to the region is not a factor requiring 
weighting of the sample. Since it is known that on a statewide 
basis business travel parties return a lower percentage of diaries 
than do pleasure and vacation parties, the returns from the two 
business groups were weighted appropriately. 
3. Finally, the Institute sampling procedures provide a sample size 
sufficient to meet State needs. However, the requirements of this 
study necessitated finer subdivision of the data than those involved 
in state-wide analyses. As a result the sample size of some of the 
subdivisions in this study was smaller than desirable .. 
For these reasons the data obtained by this means were not treated as 
being fully descriptive of travel and tourism in the Canyonlands Region; they 
were simply utilized to give a general indication of the travel and expenditure 
patterns of nonresident visitor parties. These patterns were then examined in 
the light of the projected changes in the regional highway system in order to 
predict what changes could be expected in tourism for the region. 
Examination of Resident Perceptions and Preferences 
The next step toward meeting the study objectives involved determining 
the perceptions of Canyonlands Region residents concerning what highway 
developments would be in their best interest. In January, 1972, Brown and 
Hunt (1972) sent a simple questionnaire on highway route alternatives for 
southern Utah to fifty per cent of the households in the Canyonlands Region. 
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A majority of those who responded to this questionnaire indicated that they 
favored construction of a route from Hite Crossing to Moab along the west 
side of Canyonlands National Park. A pluraiity favored construction of the 
route along the northwest side of Lake Powell from Glen Canyon City to Bullfrog 
Basin. When the data were analyzed county by county it appeared that most 
respondents tended to prefer the route which appeared to best serve the interests 
of their county or community. The Brown and Hunt study did not specifically 
question respondents on the reasons for their choices or examine their priorities 
for development of the region's highway system. 
Since the residents' reasons for route development preferences and 
their priorities for development are important elements of their perceptions, 
a questionnaire focusing on these points and presenting alternatives somewhat 
different from those contained in the Brown and Hunt study was developed and 
administered to Canyonlands Region residents. 
Sample selection 
Brown and Hunt (1972) mailed questionnaires to 50 per cent of the 
households in the Canyonlands Region. They received an overall return of 35. 6 
per cent with a maximum return from San Juan County of 39. 6 per cent and a 
minimum return of 32. 1 per cent from Grand County. They treated these 
returns as representing the households in the region which were sufficiently 
interested to have an opinion about the highway development issue. 
Wl>en the decision was made in the present study to utilize another mail 
questionnaire to obtain more detailed information on resident perceptions it was 
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also concluded that sending the new questionnaire to those who had already 
responded to one stndy on the topic would maximize information gained from a 
reasonable level of effort and expense. Various considerations entered into 
this dec is ion. 
1. The respondents to the original questionnaire constituted a study 
group of a size that could be handled with the resources available. 
While this group obviously did not represent. a cross section of 
Canyonlands residents, it could be considered a reasonable repre-
sentation of those residents having an opinion on the issue. For the 
purposes of this study, that distinction could be more of a help than 
a hindrance. 
2. By responding to one study on the topic these individuals had 
demonstrated their interest in and awareness of the issue. It was 
therefore expected that they would provide a high rate of return for 
a second questionnaire, particularly if it was presented to them as 
a follow up arising from the previously obtained response. 
3. By the same token these respondents had demonstrated their 
willingness to participate in this type of study and their ability to 
provide usable responses. Both points were important for the 
current study. It was expected that the questionnaire would demand 
a substantial investment of the respondents' time. It would also 
require the ability to interpret maps and to follow directions in 
responding to the questions. Essentially the respondents to the 
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:Srown and Hunt study offered a group which had been pre-tested on 
these qualifications. 
Development of the 
survey instrument 
The survey instrument utilized in this study consisted of a cover letter, 
a map sheet showing various proposed route development proposals, the 
questionnaire itself, and a postage paid return envelope (Appendix B). 
One of the primary problems of instrument development was to design 
the alternatives in a way that would provide information on the importance of 
the various proposed developments to residents of the Canyonlands Region. 
The position expressed by local spoi:esmen has been fr,at they want the entire 
system, but the relative importance placed on individual developments has not 
been clear. Thus, it was necessary to keep the alternatives in a system context 
and still be able to identify the support for particular proposals. It was decided 
to use four development alternatives as shown in Appendix B. These alternatives 
when combined constitute the major elements of the entire proposed highway 
system in the region. They correspond on a one to one basis with the four 
construction proposals discussed previously; each would include as part of its 
development the construction work envisioned for the construction proposal 
bearing the same designation. 
The development issue has focused on alternatives NE-1 and SW-1 which 
compose the Canyon Country National Parkway proposal. Local spokesmen have 
insisted that this highway is essential to the needs of the region. The conserva-
lion organizations which oppose construction of the Canyon Country National 
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Parkway insist that the routes ~omprising alternatives NE-2 and SW-2 would be 
adequate for the region and in the best interest of the Nation. They have advo-
cated that these alternatives be completed (major parts of them already exist 
as two lane paved highway) and designated as a special scenic highway system 
to be !mown as the Canyon Country Parkway. It was thus believed that the four 
alternatives selected would put the issue intc familiar perspective. An explana-
tion was included on the map sheets that in addition to physical improvement 
or construction the development envisioned for these routes would involve 
designation, marking, and advertisement of the selected routes as scenic 
parkways. 
The questionnaire itself included three sections. In the first section 
respondents were asked to indicate which one alternative or which pair of 
alternatives would best serve transportation needs, tourism development, and 
general economic development in the region, their county, and community. The 
second section asked which alternatives would affect the respondent's personal 
income, which alternative he would prefer if only one could be developed, which 
pair of one northeastern and one southwestern alternative he would prefer, and 
what priority he would assign if all alternatives could eventually be developed. 
Associated with each of these questions was an unstructured question asking the 
individual's reasons for his response. An optional third section of the question-
naire provided a map on which the respondent was encouraged to draw in his own 
ideas for route development, as well as a space for any additional comments 
about the issue or the questionnaire. 
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The original version of the questionaaire was pre-tested using- n sample 
of about a dozen office secretaries, research technicians, and graduate students 
at Utah State University. The individuals involved were all at least familiar with 
the Canyonlands Region and aware of the highway development issue. Some of 
them were former residents of the region. Following this pre-test, the 
questionnaire was revised by combining separate items into the multi-part 
questions forming the first section of the final instrument. This revision sig-
nificantly reduced the questionnaire administration time. 
Questionnaire administration 
and tabulation of returns 
The questionnaires were all mailed on a single day, Saturday, July 8, 
1972. It was hoped that they would be received by most subjects on the following 
Monday. A second mailing was planned for two weeks following the initial mail-
ing but was subsequently cancelled for reasons which are discussed later. 
Returns were accepted for a period of four weeks following the initial mailing. 
As the returns were received they were coded for computer analysis. 
The computer program utilized tabulated the responses to each question and 
prepared cross-tabulations between questions when desired. The openended 
questions of section two were coded for computer analysis and also examined 
directly in the analysis of results in an effort to insure that important shades of 
meaning had not been lost in the coding process. The optional third section of 
the questionnaire was not coded but was also considered directly as input to the 
discussion of results. 
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Comparison of Results 
The first three study questions dealt with separate aspects of the local 
interest as related to the highway development issue. The last two questions 
posed involved integration of the information obtained in the examination of the 
first three. The degree to which the expectations of Canyonlands residents are 
consistent with the probable effect of highway development was the focus of the 
fourth study question. This pcint was considered by comparing the responses 
to the survey questionnaire with the indications obtained from the transportation 
system analysis and the analysis of the travel patterns of out-of-state travelers 
in the region. 
The final point of interest was whether or not the positions assumed by 
local government bodies in the highway development issue were reasonable 
expressions of the views of their constituents. This question was examined by 
comparing the positions of the Canyonlands Region county commissions as 
described in the introductory sections of this report with resident perecptions 
and preferences as revealed by the survey questionnaire. Since the primary 
point of interest was the position of the county commissions as projected in the 
public forum, special statements of position were not solicited from these bodies. 
Some unsolicited input, however, was received from them (Black and Lewis, 
1972). 
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FINDINGS 
The overall objective of this study was one of scrutinizing how proposed 
highway developments relate to the local interest of Canyonlands Region residents 
by seeking answers to five specific questions. The following sections of this 
report examine each of these questions. 
Travel and Transportation 
An ancient saying has it that the shortest distance between two points 
is not always a straight line. This adage applies well to the Canyonlands 
Region with its often impassible topography. However, the tendency has been 
in discussions about highway development in the region to assume that a road 
directly cmmecting two points will produce a distance saving as compared to a 
circuitious route, In fact, in the Canyonlands Region the roundabout, easy 
terrain route is often shorter or at least faster. Misconceptions about how new 
roads will alter travel distaaces appear to considerably confuse public opinion. 
For example, frequently expressed opinion is that the Canyon Country J\'ational 
Parkway would be a chute for travelers from Colorado to Ariwna. This route, 
however, is actually one of the longer and slower travel alternatives between 
the two states. 
The first question posed for this study dealt with how highway develop-
ment alternatives would serve the travel and transportation needs of Canyonlands 
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residents. This question is answered by clarifying distance changes resulting 
from development and then by examining what these changes mean for 
meeting regional transportation needs. The needs of individual counties were 
considered first followed by an overview for the entire Canyonlands Region. 
Grand Coun!r 
The city of Moab and surrounding areas in southern Grand County contains 
94 per cent of tbe county population (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 197lb). There-
fore, the effect o! highway development on county transportation may be analyzed 
in terms of Moab without omitting many residents. 
Table 5 data indicate few distance changes between Moab and other 
central places with any of the four proposed developments. Construction of tbe 
remaining unimproved sections of Utah Highway 95 (NE-2) would moderately 
reduce mileage to Lake Powell, but has little other benefit for Moab residents. 
Improvement of the northeast road from Moab would reduce the distance to 
Grand Junction, Colorado from 113 to 100 miles. It probably would not reduce 
travel time. The route to Salt Lake City, the nearest major urban center, would 
not be altered by any of the construction proposals, and the same holds true for 
the mileages to smaller towns such as La Sal and Montecello which depend on 
Moab for goods and services. The mileage reduction to Escalante and that to 
Page, Arizona are meaningless in terms of Moab transportation needs. Distance 
to Lake Powell would be reduced by travel via NE-1 (Canyon Country National 
Parkway route), but travel time would probably not be significantly altered. 
In general, it appears that development of route construction proposal NE-2 
would have some slight beneficial effect on Grand County's transportation needs, 
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but that there would be no major transportation benefits gained from any of the 
development proposals. 
Table 5. Changes in the shortest paved highway distance between Moab, Grand 
County and other population centers in and around the Canyonlands 
Region which would result from addition to the present highway system 
of successive sections of proposed construction. 
Population 
center 
Blanding 
Loa 
Panguitch 
Escalante 
Kanab 
Hite Crossing 
Bullfrog Basin 
of Halls Crossing 
Page, Arizona 
Grand Junction, 
Colorado 
Present 
mileage 
76 
180 
254 
321 
322 
161 
180 
339 
113 
Salt Lake City 236 
Mileage following successive addition 
of construction proposal section 
NE-2 S"\V-2 SW-1 NE-1 
229 
156 127 
160 
318 
100 
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San Juan County 
Projected road construction projects considerably reduce the distance 
between Blanding, the population center of San Juan County, and other points in 
the region (Table 6). Completion of Utah Highway 95 would definitely facilitate 
access from the populated eastern portion of the county to Lake Powell and the 
resources of the county's western sector. Presently the shortest paved route 
from Blanding to Lake Powell is 23 7 miles, a distance so much greater than the 
80 miles via Utah Highway 95 that the latter route is used in spite of its more 
than 40 miles of rough, unpaved road. 
Construction proposals NE-2, SW-2, and SW-1 each reduce travel dis-
tance to the western side of the region, but it is questionable whether or not 
these reductions would be meaningful to San Juan County transportation. The 
communities of Moab; Cortez, Colorado; and Farmington, New Mexico where 
San Juan County residents conduct business and obtain services are all located 
north or east of San Juan population centers. On those occasions when it would 
be necessary for San Juan residents to travel westward, the usefulness of the 
proposed developments would be limited by several factors. The most sub-
stantial distance changes in Table 6 involve using the Halls Crossing ferry to 
cross Lake Powell. The time and expense involved in this maneuver would tend 
to negate any distance savings. General transportation use of the Lake Powell 
north shore highway which would lie mostly within Glen Canyon National 
Recreation Area would be discouraged by the National Park Service. Park 
Service policy states: 
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Table 6. Changes in the shortest paved highway distance between Blanding, 
San Juan Co. and other population centers in and around the Canyon-
lands Region which would result from addition to the present highway 
system of successive sections of proposed construction. 
Population 
center 
Moab 
Loa 
Panguitch 
Escalante 
Kanab 
Hite Crossing 
Bullfrog Basin 
Present 
mileage 
76 
255 
330 
397 
337 
237 
256 
or Halls Crossing 
Page, Arizona 263 
Cortez, Colorado 86 
Farmington, 126 
New Mexico 
Salt Lake City 312 
a 
Mileage following successive addition 
of construction proposal sectiona 
NE-2 
204 
304 
371 
80 
94 
SW-2 
(258) 
240 
(191) 
SW-1 
299 
(183) 
232 
(183) 
(242) 
NE-1 
Distances shown in parenthesis indicate distances measured via a route which 
would involve use of the Halls Crossing ferry service to cross Lake Powell. 
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The purpose of park roads is to facilitate park management and 
to enhance the quality of visitor use ... (not) to serve the other 
functions of the secondary and primary road systems of the several 
states. (U. S. Department of the Interior, 1967, p. 48-49) 
Finally, the Bureau of Indian Affairs has nearly completed the improvement and 
paving of existing dirt roads between Kayenta and Page, Arizona. This action 
will reduce the distance from Blanding to Page, via Arizona, by about 60 miles 
(Black and Lewis, 1972; Markey, 1972). Table 7 shows the mileage reductions 
resulting from completion of this route. 
Table 7. Mileage changes between Blanding, Utah, and points in the south-
western portion of the Canyonlands Region which would result from 
highway construction proposals for southern Utah compared with 
distance changes which will result from the construction of a paved 
highway between Page and Kayenta, Arizona. 
Page, Arizona 
Kanab 
Panguitch 
Present 
mileage from 
Blanding 
263 
337 
330 
Minimum mileage 
via construction 
proposals for 
southern Utaha 
(242) 
327 
(287) 
299 
250 
Minimum mileage 
via the planned 
Arizona develop-
ment 
203 
270 
305b 
aDistances shown in parenthesis indicate distances measured via a route which 
would involve usc of the Halls Crossing ferry service. 
bnistance measured via the proposed road development between Cannonville and 
U.s. Highway 89. 
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It is clear that completion of Utah Highway 95 would provide better 
access to western reaches of San Juan County and to Lake Powell, but that 
other travel needs of San Juan residents would not be served by proposed high-
way construction in the region. 
Kane County 
The towns and the population of Kane County are concentrated at its 
extreme western end along U.S. Highway 89 (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 
197lb). Kanab, the county seat, is the southern most of the communities along 
this route. It counts as its residents more than half the county population. 
One may see from Table 8 data that the proposed highway developments 
for the region do not result in significant distance reductions between Kanab and 
any point outside the county except Blanding in San Juan County. The utility of 
this distance change is probably about the same for Kane County residents as it 
was for those of San Juan County. The people of Kane County look west, to 
Cedar City or St. George, to conduct their nonlocal business. The extent to 
which county residents would take advantage of new access routes to Bullfrog 
Basin and Hole-in-the- Rock for recreation purposes is questionable. Even 
following construction of the Glen Canyon City to Bullfrog Basin road, the distance 
to Hole-in-the-Rock from Kanab would be more than twice the distance to 
Wahwcap Marina or Warm Creek at the southern end of the lake. 
Improvement of the dirt road between Cannonville and U.S. Highway 89 
and of the road from Escalante to Hole-in-the-Rock would serve to open the 
eastern end of the county and provide access to resources in this area. The 
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Table 8. Changes in the shortest paved highway distance between Kanab, Kane 
County and other population centers in and around the Canyonlands 
Region which would result from addition to the present highway system 
of successive sections of proposed construction. 
Population 
center 
Blanding 
Moab 
Loa 
Panguitch 
Escalante 
Hole-in-the-Rock 
Bullfrog Basin 
Page, Arizona 
Cedar City 
Las Vegas, Nevada 
Salt Lake City 
Present 
mileage 
337 
322 
168 
68 
121 
b 
311 
74 
81 
209 
301 
Mileag·e following successive addition 
of construction proposal sec tiona 
NE-2 SW-2 SW-1 NE-1 
327 
(310) (287) 
119 
b 184 148 
216 184 
aDistances shown in parenthesis indicate distances measured via a route which 
would involve use of the Halls Crossing ferry service to cross Lake Powell. 
bNo paved route presently exists. 
Glen Canyon City to Bullfrog Basin route would also serve this purpose if such 
use was permitted by the National Park Service. 
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The resource of this area which has evoked the most interest and 
spawned the second major issue in the Canyonlands Region is the Kaiparowits 
coal field. Should access to this field be followed by construction of the proposed 
Kaiparowits power plant the social and economic situation in the region and in 
Kane County would be drastically altered (Albrecht, 1972). State, county, and 
power company officials have proposed sites for this plant along the Glen 
Canyon City to Bullfrog Basin road and are planning to construct a town north 
of Glen C';nyon City to house 5, 000 workers and their families (Desert News, 
1972). If these plans bear fruit the transportation needs of Kane County will be 
drastically changed. If, as many environmental interest groups hope, the plant 
is not built, the improved access to other resources in the eastern reaches of 
the county would still be important. The roads included in construction proposal 
SW-2 would probably best serve this need simply because their use would not 
be encumbered by National Park Service regulation. 
Garfield County 
About half the population of Garfield County resides in its western portion 
along li. S. Highway 89. Most of these residents live in Panguitch. The re-
mainder of the county population resides in several small communities spread 
out along Utah Highway 12. The effect of highway development felt by these 
communities would be somewhat different from that perceived by Panguitch 
residents, so the effect on the county may best be examined employing mileage 
changes from two different towns, Panguitch and Escalante. 
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Mileage changes for Panguitch residents would be to Blanding and to 
points on Lake Powell (Table 9). The latter might result in some increase in 
recreational opportunity for residents, but it is again doubtful that a reduced 
travel distance to the far side of the region would be meaningful. Panguitch, 
like most other towns of the region, looks to areas outside the Canyonlands for 
its business and service needs. Cedar City is one important supply point for 
Garfield County, and Richfield may become another. 
The situation in Escalante and the other communities located along 
Utah Highway 12 might be altered appreciably by the SW-2 construction proposal 
for improving existing roads (Table 10). Utah Highway 12 presently ends as a 
paved road at Boulder, and the only all weather ingress and egress to these 
towns is via the western intersection of this route with U.S. Highway 89. 
The significance of the construction of the SW-2 routes for these people would 
not be just that distances to specific points would be considerably decreased, 
but that following completion of all elements of SW-2 there would be five all 
weather access routes to central Garfield County rather than just one. 
Residents of these towns would probably still go to Panguitch and Cedar City, 
as they now do, for most of their needs, but for many other travel purposes 
their opportunities would be greatly expanded. In particular, improvement of 
the Boulder Mountain road from the town of Boulder to Torrey in Wayne 
County would reduce travel distance and time to Salt Lake City. 
Finally, the SW-2 route improvements would considerably expand access 
to the natural resources of the county. An improved Boulder Mountain road 
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Table 9. Changes in the shortest paved highway distance between Panguitch, 
Garfield Co., and other population centers in and around the Canyon-
lands Region which would result from addition to the present highway 
system of successive sections of proposed construction. 
Population 
center 
Moab 
Blanding 
Loa 
Escalante 
Kanab 
Hole-in-the- Rock 
Bullfrog Basin 
Page, Arizona 
Cedar City 
Salt Lake City 
Present 
mileiige 
254 
330 
100 
67 
68 
b 
243 
142 
69 
233 
Mileage following successive addition 
of construction proposal sec tiona 
NE-2 
304 
SW-2 
(258) 
SW-1 
299 
(250) 
b 157 
164 156 
102 
NE-1 
aDistances shown in parenthesis indicate distances measured via a route which 
would involve use of the Halls Crossing ferry service to cross Lake Powell. 
b 
No paved road presently exists. 
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Table 10. Changes in the shortest paved highway distance between Escalante, 
Garfield County, and other population centers in and around the 
Canyonlands Region which would result from addition to the present 
highway system of successive sections of proposed construction. 
Population 
center 
Moab 
Blanding 
Loa 
Panguitch 
Kanab 
Hole- in-the-Rock 
Bullfrog Basin 
Page, Arizona 
Cedar City 
Salt Lake City 
Present 
mileage 
321 
397 
167 
67 
121 
b 
310 
195 
122 
300 
Mileage following suceessi ve addition 
of construction proposal sectiona 
NE-2 
371 
SW-2 
229 
240 
(191) 
81 
119 
65 
SW-1 
232 
(183) 
97 89 
101 
273 
NE-1 
aDistances shown in parenthesis indicate distances measured via a route which 
would involve use of the Halls Crossing ferry service to cross Lake Powell. 
bNo paved road presently exists. 
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facilitate logging operations and the management of grazing allotments on 
Boulder Mountain, while other road improvements would lead to coal and oil 
reserves in the area. 
Wayne County 
Utah Highway 24 constitutes the only major element of the Wayne County 
transportation system and serves the needs of virtually the enitre population. 
As may be seen from Table 11, highway construction proposals for the region 
would have few impacts on the county. 
Improvement of the two gravel roads running south from Utah Highway 24 
into Garfield County would make the access to Lake Powell easier, but this would 
be relatively meaningless for county transportation needs. More meaningful 
would be improved access to the resources of Boulder Mountain. Travel to 
Richfield, the nearest town sufficiently larger than the Wayne County communities 
to provide needed goods and services, would not be affected. Construction of 
proposal NE-1 might improve access to resources in the eastern end of the 
county, but such access would be subject to National Park Service restriction. 
Regional situation 
A definite pattern appears in the county-by-county analysis of the potential 
of the highway construction proposals for meeting the transportation needs of 
the Canyonlands population. The region's residents are concentrated close to 
the borders of the region and generally go outside these borders to larger 
communities to obtain goods and services not available within the region. 
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Table 11. Changes in the shortest paved highway distance between Loa, Wayne 
County, and other population centers in and around the Canyonlands 
Region which would result from addition to the present highway 
system of successive sections of proposed construction. 
Population 
center 
Moab 
Blanding 
Panguitch 
Escalante 
Kanab 
Rite Crossing 
Bullfrog Basin 
Page, Arizona 
Richfield, Utah 
Salt Lake City 
Present 
mileage 
180 
255 
100 
167 
168 
124 
143 
242 
47 
192 
Mileage following successive addition 
of construction proposal section 
NE-2 SW-2 SW-1 NE-1 
204 
81 
105 
182 
There appears to be little need by Canyonlands residents for cross-regional 
travel and commerce. The routes proposed for improvement or construction, 
on the other hand, are located in the sparsely populated core of the region. 
They will not serve the frequent pe1·sonal trips of residents to buy groceries or 
visit the doctor. They will, however, open the region's center for increased 
receational use by Canyonlands' residents, as well as by other groups. 
GS 
More importantly they should improve access to the natural resources 
of the region. Construction proposals for improving existing roads (NE-2 and 
SW-2) include the routes that would best serve this purpose. Most of the routes 
in these proposals would serve as connectors between the region's communities 
and its untapped resources. It is fortunate for the future economic development 
of the region that these routes are largely noncontroversial and almost certain 
to be developed eventually. 
Tourism and Nonresident Travel 
The tourism and recreation industry is an important element of the 
economy of the Canyonlands Region. Any changes in this industry resulting 
from highway development will be very important to communities which 
stand to either gain or to lose. The most frequently employed argument for 
highway development in the region has been that it will provide access to the 
region's many scenic and recreational attractions, and that the tremendous 
demand for such attractions will bring travelers to the region whose expenditures 
will insure prosperity and economic progress. This assertion has been made so 
frequently that it has been accepted at face value and not examined carefully to 
determine its validity. 
The actual prediction of recreation demand is a complex subject 
involving many factors not relevant to the main thrust of this study. Yet, some 
indication of the probable usage of elements of the proposed highway system for 
tourism and recreation travel may be obtained by close examination of current 
tourism travel patterns and by speculation on how these patterns might change 
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following highway development. Such an analysis provides a relatively sound 
basis on which to speculate about how changes in these patterns might be felt 
by region communities. 
Tourism .J:ravel patterns 
The following findings are based on the responses given on travel diaries 
by ~34 out-of-state traveler parties who passed through the Canyonlands Region. 
Scenic tourists. In the sample of out-of-state travelers, scenic tourists, 
those travelers who visited at least one scenic attraction in the Canyonlands 
Region, were only one quarter of the total number of parties which entered 
the region. But, their expenditures constituted about 60 per cent of the total. 
Data in Table 12 indicate that while scenic tourists utilized almost all 
the portals to the region for entrance and exit, three or four portals stood out 
as me ,;t heavily used. U.s. Highway 6-50 (Interstate Highway 70) handled the 
most traffic. Utah Highway 15 at Zion National Park was a close second followed 
by U.S. Highway b9 near Panguitch and U.S. Highway 89 Alternate south of 
Kanab. 4 As might be expected from the distribution of entry point use, the two 
portions of the region which saw the greatest numbers of scenic tourists are 
Grand County and the western reaches of Kane and Garfield Counties along 
U.S. Highway 89 (Table 13). Almost 14 per cent of all travelers in the 
4The number of parties which crossed regional boundaries on U.S. 
Highway 89 north of Panguitch and on Interstate 70 west of Green River is under 
represented dne to the coding procedures used. For example, a party entering 
the region on Utah Highway 15, exiting on U.S. Highway 89 north of Panguitch, 
reentering at Green River, and finally exiting at the Colorado border on C. S. 
Highway 6-50 would have been coded as entering via utah Highway 15 and exiting 
at the Colorado border. 
Table 12. Percentages of travel parties, by groups, utilizing each 
entry point to the ~nyonlands Region. 
&t each paint shown in parentheses.) 
(Percentages exiting 
Entry Point Scenic Tourists Lake Powell Tmnsient Buaineaa .Bull51neas Total 
Recrea.tionista Va.oationers Travelers Transient.. 
u.s. 6-.50 Colorado s.o ,1 12,4 1,0 7.2 25.6 
border (~.1) ( .1) (9.2) (1,0) ( 5.9) (20,J) 
u.s. 666 east of 1.5 .1 2,2 ),1 ),2 10.1 
Monticello (2.5 (. 2) (2,4) (2.8) (1.4) (9.3) 
u.s. 163 Monument 2.5 .. 1.0 ,6 .. 4.1 
Valley (2,1) <•l (1.3) ( .9) ( .9) (5.2) 
u.s. 89 north o:f 2.0 ,6 ).3 ,2 .? 6. 7 
Page, Arizona. (1,4) (1,4) (2.3) ( ,2) (1.8) (?.1) 
U,S, 89 A1tornato 3.4 ,J 6,1 4.3 1,8 15.9 
south of' Kana.b (2,8) (,J) (3.2) (4,J) (1,4) (11.9) 
Utah 15 vos t of 2.9 1.1 2.9 ,4 .9 B.J 
u.s. 89 (4,J) (0,4) (5.1) ( ,2) (1,1) (11.2) 
Utah 14 west of 1,2 .. . s a .. 1.7 
u.s. 89 (1.7) (a) (.7) ( ,2) ( ,2) (2.8) 
u.s. 89 north of 3.6 .1 ).1 a 2,) 9.1 
Panguitch (3.3) (a) (4,6) (a) (1,6) (9.5) 
Utah 24 vest of ,J a .1 a a .4 
Loa ( .2) (a) (a) (a) (a) ( ,2) 
u.s. 6-SO/ I-70 at 1.7 .1 9.7 a 6,6 18.0 
Green River (1,9) (a) (12.3) (a) (8,2) (22.3) 
--
-- --
Total 24,2 2.3 41.2 9.6 22,6 100.0 
"r..a than .05 percent. 
..., 
0 
Table lJ. ?ercentages of travel parties by groups entering 
each county and sub-county zone in the Canyonlands 
region. 
County Zones Scenic Tourists Lake .Powell T:ransient Business Business Total 
Recreationists V a.ca tioners Tra.vele:rs Transients 
Gra.nd County 11.9 .2 25.7 1.0 16.9 55.6 
Zone 1 11.3 .2 25.7 1.0 16.9 55.1 
Zone 2 8,1 .1 5.8 l,O 5.2 20,2 
San Juan County 7.1 .9 6.) 3.9 5.2 23.4 
Zone 1 6,) .1 5.8 ).1 5.0 20.3 
Zone 2 4.8 .9 2.0 1.8 1,1 10.7 
Kane County 15.7 2,2 17.0 4.9 6.2 46,1 
Zone 1 10,0 1.9 15.0 4.7 5.5 37.2 
Zone 2 15.5 1.7 16.6 .7 5.9 40,4 
Zone 3 .1 .4 a & a .5 
Ge.rf'1eld County 15.3 ,J 9.6 ,2 4.6 30.1 
Zone 1 15.1 .3 9.6 .2 4,6 29.8 
Zone 2 1),8 ,2 a ,2 a 14.2 
Zone 3 ,8 a a .2 a 1,0 
Zone 4 .1 a a .. a .1 
Wayne County 2,0 ,J ,1 a a 2.4 
&tess than • 0 5 percent, 
.., 
.... 
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(nearly 60 per cent of scenic tourist parties) visited Bryce Canyon National Park. 
In Grand County some scenic tourists, having visited attractions in other parts 
of the region, simply passed thnough via Interstate Highway 70. But, the majority 
detoured to the southern end of the county to visit Arches National Monument (now 
a National Park) and Canyonlands National Park. 
Table 13 also shows where scenic tourists did not go in the reg·ion. They 
stayed on the easily accessible perifcry and did not enter the remote central 
portion. After visiting Bryce Canyon they returned to U.s. Highway 89 rather 
than traveling Utah Highway 12 through Escalante and Boulder to reach Capitol 
Reef. Even though Capitol Reef National Monument was accessible via good 
quality, paved highway it had few visitors. Apparently it required too much extra 
effort beyond that needed to transverse the region via Interstate Highway 70 
(which admittedly does offer spectacular scenery in the San Rufael section west 
of Green River). Since these data were collected, Capitol Reef has been desig-
nated as a National Park, and under this new status visitation has markedly 
increased (Salt Lake Tribune, 1972c). 
The general picture of scenic tourist travel in the Canyonlands Region is 
brought into sharper focus by examination of expenditure patterns depicted in 
Table 14. Simply stated, those communities located near the main scenic at-
tractions and able to provide the services that tourists require get the tourist 
dollar. The Moab area is the best example of this; it receives approximately 
one quarter of the scenic tourist dollars spent in the region. Similarly, western 
Garfield County, specifically Panguitch and Bryce, receive more than one third 
Table 14, Percentages of expenditures of travel groups entering 
each county and sub-county zone 1n the Canyonlands 
Region. 
County Zones Scenic Tourists LB.ke Powell Tra.n111ent Bueine&e Bus1ne88 Total 
Hecrea.t1on1sts Vaee.t1oners Travelers Transients 
Gtand County 15.0 1.9 2,8 .e 2,2 22.7 
Zone 1 ,8 a. 1,0 .. ,2 2,1 
Zone 2 14.1 1.9 1,8 ,8 2,0 20.6 
Sa.n Juan County 5.0 2.5 1.8 ,8 1.5 11.6 
Zone 1 2.8 .4 .9 ,J .9 5.2 
Zone 2 2,2 2,1 .9 .5 ,6 6,4 
Ka.ne County 15.9 5.2 8,8 4.5 ).7 )8,1 
Zone 1 10.0 4,1 7.7 4.4 2.5 28,8 
Zone 2 5.9 a 1.1 .1 1,3 8,2 
Zone 3 a. 1,1 a a a. 1.1 
Garfield County 22,5 .. J,4 a .8 26.7 
Zone 1 10.2 .. J,4 a .8 14.5 
Zone 2 ll,B a a a .. 11.8 
Zone J ,4 a a a a ,4 
Zone 4 a a a a a a 
Wayne County .7 ,l a & & .9 
-- -- --
-
-
--
Total 59.1 9.7 16,8 6.1 6.3 100,0 
"'Less tha.n ,05 percent, 
"" 
"" 
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of the scenic tourist dollars. Kanab, almost the only point in Kane County Zone 1 
where travelers can spend money, offers a variation on this theme. The reason 
for Kanab's ability to draw scenic tourist dollars apparently is its location at the 
axis of the road system joining Grand Canyon, Bryce Canyon, and Zion National 
Parks, and Glen Canyon National Recreation Area. It is at least 40 miles from 
the closest of these attractions, but its central location serves their visitors well. 
These expenditure patterns for the region correspond very well with those 
observed by Brown (1971) in his state-wide analysis of tourist buying behavior. 
In summary, out-of-state scenic tourist visits are concentrated at the 
major, officially designated, scenic attractions which offer easy access via 
high-standard primary and secondary highways. These parties do not leave the 
beaten track and their expenditures arc highly concentrated near scenic attractions. 
These tourist party attributes, particularly the reluctance to deviate from the 
beaten track and to utilize unpaved highway, were also observed by Hunt (1968) 
in his study of tourist vacation patterns. The general pattern of flow for this 
group is along a diagonal running northeast-southwest. Given the present road 
system in southern l!tah this frequently means that travelers seeking to visit 
the attractions of the region spend a considerable portion of their Utah travel 
time passing to the north and west of the region's heart. This direction of flow 
is explainable not only by the location of attractions within the region, but also 
by the existence of the major population centers (Los Angeles, Denver, and the 
Mid-West) and scenic attractions (Zion, Grand Canyon and Rocky Mountain 
National Parks) outside the region which are connected by routes through the 
region. 
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Would the travel of scenic tourist parties composed of Utahns from out-
side the Canyonlands Region fit the general picture established by out-of-state 
tTavelers? One might suspect there would be significant differences. FiTst, 
these Utahns, primarily from the Wasatch Front, would enter the region from 
the northwest. Also, most Utah residents could visit the region on short visits 
from their homes and they might be less apt to spend money for supplies and 
services in Canyonlands communities. Finally, living closer to the region they 
should have more opportunity to leaTn about its less famous attractions and to 
visit these rather than descending upon Bryce Canyon, Canyonlands, and Arches 
National Parks. 
Lake Powell recreationists. Since one argument for the controversial 
proposed highway along the northwest shore of Lake Powell is thst it is needed 
to provide access to the lake for recreationists, it was necessary to identify 
those parties from the nonresident travel sample who participated in recreation 
activities on the lake and to examine how their travel and expenditure patterns 
differed from those of other travelers. 5 The travel pattern of this group was 
clear. A large majority of sampled parties entered the region in western Kane 
5several factors served to limit the success of this endeavor. Many 
parties passing through Utah to visit Lake Powell go to Wahweap Marina in Ari-
zona for access to the lake and then return to Utah by boat on the lake. Strictly 
speaking, their travels and expenditures on the lake would not be considered in 
the sample because they had left the state to reach Wahweap. However, since no 
diaries were distributed on the lake there was no possibility of double counting, so 
travel ae~d expenditures of recreationists parties on the la:<e were added to those 
which would ordinarily have been recorded. Of course, only those recreationists 
who traveled to or from the lake via Utah highways had the opportunity to receive 
a diary. Also there were surely some Lake Powell recreationists who followed 
the instructions accompanying the diary precisely and did not report their lake 
activities. Therefore, the data on this group present a distorted image, yet 
they do give some indication of the travels and expenditures of Lake Powell 
visitors. 
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County and traveled the length of the county to reach Lake Powell at Wahweap. 
A fair number of them visited Rainbow Bridge National Monument in San Juan 
County during their stay on the lake. This travel pattern provided two opportun-
ities to make expenditures in the region. One of these was in Kanab, the other 
was at Rainbow Bridge where fuel and other boating supplies were frequently 
purchased. A very limited number of Lake Powell recreationists sampled entered 
other counties in the Canyonlands Region or visited other facilities on the lake. 
This picture of Lake Powell recreationists may be supplemented by data 
compiled by the National Park Service at Glen Canyon National Recreation Area. 
Table 15 shows the total visitations to Lake Powell developed sites by state of 
origin for the three major summer holiday weekends for 1971. California 
parties constituted more than 28 per cent of the visitation to the area. Parties 
like these, passing through Kane County enroute to the lake, were surely those 
sampled in the nonresident study. Arizonians, who probably did not Hgure in 
the nonresident sample, constituted another 30 per cent of the visitation. The 
vast majority of both these groups based their activity at facilities located in 
Arizona. The primary users of litah facilities were residents of Utah and 
Colorado. Roughly 70 per cent of visitation from these states occurred at 
Bullfrog Basin and Halls Crossing. 
The general profile of Lake Powell recreationists provided from the two 
sets of data is that they apparently go to the lake si tc which requires the least 
travel, so long as adequate access and facilities are available. 
Transient vacationers. The transient vacationer group of travelers was 
composed of those parties who were on vacation or traveling for pleasure but who 
77 
Table 15. Visitation to developed recreation facilities on Lake Powell by state 
of origin during the three major holiday weekends (Memorial Day, 
______ 4th of Julv.._and Labor Day) of the summer season 1971a 
Visitation 
Site 
Wahweap 
Halls 
Crossing 
Bullfrog 
Basin 
Total 
visitation 
Percent of 
visitation 
Per cent of 
state vis it. 
in Utah 
a 
Arizona 
18,250 
300 
18,550 
30.3 
1.6 
State of Origin 
California Utah Colorado 
16,450 4, 850 1,100 
350 300 950 
400 10, 600 2,250 
17,200 15, 750 4,300 
28.1 25.8 7.0 
4.4 69.2 74.4 
Computed from unpublished National Park Service data. 
New Other 
Mexico 
-------
2, 500 1,450 
1,500 100 
50 250 
3,550 1,800 
5.8 2.9 
29.6 19.4 
78 
did rwt stop at any scenic or recreational attraction in the Canyonlands Region. 
They were the largest group of travelers in the region amounting to 41 per cent 
of the sample. Yet, their expenditures were only 17 per cent of the total for all 
travelers. Their general pattern of movement through the region was similar to 
that of scenic recreationists, except that they did not leave Interstate Highway 70 
or U.S. Highway 89 even to visit the easily accessible National Parks (Tables 12 
and l~). Most of the parties in this group appear to fit one of three categories: 
those using Interstate Highway 70 as a quick route across southern Utah, those 
enroutc north or south between the Wasatch Front and northern Arizona, and a 
relatively small number traveling northwest-southeast through Grand County 
and northern San Juan County. The expenditures of these transient vacationers 
appear to have been made at points more convenient along their route. Again 
the strategic location of Kanab appears to be an important asset for that com-
munity. 
Business travelers. The parties grouped as business travelers were 
those indicating that they had a non-recreation purpose for being in the CanyoCJ-
lands Region. Almost all parties of this group followed one of two travel 
patterns as revealed by their entry and exit locations and zones visited {Tables 
12 and 13). The first pattern centered on Kanab where Arizona residents from 
nearby communities came to obtain goods and services. A similar situation 
existed in San Juan Co:mty wh•cre Colorado residents used U.S Highway 666 to 
enter Utah and conduct their business in San Juan and Grand Counties. Since 
these business travelers were moving between points outside the region and 
communities just inside, it is anticipated that the proposed highway developments 
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in the region's center would have no significance for them and would not change 
their travel habits. 
Business transients. The business transient group was composed of 
parties passing through the region on non-recreation trips. They displayed 
a travel pattern very similar to that for transient vacationers with the exception 
that a smaller portion of this group utilized U.S. Highway 89 (Tables 12 and 13 ). 
Although this group constituted almost 23 per cent of the travelers sampled in 
the Canyonlands Regio:1, it contributed only eight per cent of the traveler ex-
penditures. Like transient vacationers, business transients generally appeared 
to be primarily interested in getting through the Canyonlands Region by the most 
expeditious means available. 
Anticipated changes in 
tourism travel patter!! 
The next point to be considered is how highway construction in the 
Canyonlands Region might interact with the needs of nonresident travelers to 
produce changes in travel patterns. 
Scenic tourist pattern changea. When calculations were made to deter-
mine what distance changes between the region's National Parks would be pro-
duced by the proposed highway developments, only two changes were noted. 
Improvement and paving of the road between the towns of Boulder and Torrey 
would reduce the distance between the headquarters of Bryce Canyon and 
Capitol Reef National Parks from 148 to 124 miles. The Burr Trail route 
from Boulder to north of Bullfrog Basin would reduce the distance from Bryce 
Canyon to the east entrance of Canyonlands National Park from 314 to 274 miles, 
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and improvement of the Hole-in-the-Rock road combined with construction of 
the trans- Escalante section of the Glen Canyon City- Bullfrog Basin route would 
produce a further reduction to 266 miles. These last distances would involve 
use of the Halls Crossing ferry service so this change, in terms of time, would 
be virtually meaningless. Distance changes, then, will not generally be a factor 
altering scenic tourist travel patterns in the region. Other considerations in-
stead will be important. 
In 1971 scenic tourists had a travel pattern in which National Parks were 
focal points. The location of these parks combined with the location of population 
centers and scenic attractions outside the region produced a regional northeast-
southwest travel flow. If highway developments in the Canyonlands Region are 
to be used to any extent by scenic tourists they must either serve this patrern 
or else provide access to scenic attractions having sufficient drawing power 
to alter it. 
Utah Highway 95, when completed, will probably not be able to accomplish 
either requirement. This route runs perpendicular to the flow of scenic tourist 
travel. While it offers some remarkable scenery and provides access to Lake 
Powell and to Natural Bridges National Monument, it is unlikely that these 
offerings will be sufficient to compete with the attractions in the northern and 
western reaches of the region. This highway will provide an alternative route 
between the east entrance of Canyonlands National Park and the parks in the 
western section of the region, but it would not be more attractive in terms of 
travel time or scenic opportunity than existing routes. It will not be an im-
portant link between Mesa Verde National Park in southwestern Colorado and 
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the Canyonlands Region parks because follcwing the improvement of the road 
between Cannonville am! U.S. Highway 89 and of the Bureau of Indian Affairs 
road between Page and Kayenta, Arizona, Utah Highway 95 will be one of the 
longer, slower routes available between these points. The number of parties 
deviating from the main pattern of flow to use Utah Highway 95 may be expected 
to increase once it is paved. The increase will not be large, however, since 
this diversion would be away from the major scenic attraction points in the 
region. There will be some partie.s making perhaps a circle trip in southern 
Utah and northern Arizona, and others whose general direction of travel through 
the region is either northwestward or southeastward who will use Utah Highway 
95, but the present travel pattern of scenic tourists in the region indicates that 
the numbers of such parties will be limited. 
The section of the SW-2 construction proposal likely to have the greatest 
impact on scenic tourist travel is the proposed improvement of the Boulder 
Mountain road between the towns of Boulder and Torrey. This route would re-
duce the distance from Bryce Canyon to Capitol Reef, it would be an exceptionally 
scenic route, and it would service the existing pattern of tourist flow. Bryce 
Canyon visitors will use this route to visit Capitol Reef and visitation to Capitol 
Reef will increase. It is doubtful, however, that the number of tourists drawn 
to the region will increase significantly. Zion and Bryce Canyon are already 
second only to Salt Lake City as tourist drawing points in the state (Hunt, Brown, 
and Kinzler, 197la) and a road to Capitol Reef is unlikely to significantly increase 
Bryce Canyon visitation. Any increment to regional tourist expenditures 
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attributable to this development would come from the same number of tourists 
spending more of their time and more of their money within the region. 
The Burr Trail route, also included in S\V-2, is quite scenic and while it 
might not attract a great number of out-of-state scenic tourists it would be used 
by Utah residents seeking more out-of-the-way scenic attractions and particularly 
by parties planning to visit the Escalante River drainage. The Hole-in-the-Rock 
road would provide dead end access to a boater oriented lake facility and would 
attract few scenic tourists. 
The alterations in scenic tourist travel to be expected from the construc-
tion of the parkway route proposals, SW-1 and NE-1, can best be considered by 
taking the two as a unit. The combination of the two routes appears on the 
surface to meet the needs of scenic tourists. It runs the direction of the main 
flow of tourist travel, taking the tourist party to Glen Canyon National Recreation 
Area and to Canyonlands and Arches National Parks. There are, however, 
several factors which would limit use of the parkway route. 
One of these is the number of routes that will be available to the scenic 
tourists passing through southern Utah and northern Ariz<ma along the diagonal 
pattern of flow. At present there are at least four major route variations 
through this area. Following construction of the proposed highway system thc,re 
would be up to six possibilities, depending on a traveler's point of origin and 
destination. Table 16 shows that in most cases the Canyo:~ Country National 
Parkway route would be the longest route between pairs of likely points enroute 
for many scenic tourist trips. According to the Utah State Road Commission 
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Table 16. Comparative distances between points involving travel through the 
Canyonlands Region. a 
Routes Mileage 
St. George to Colorado border near Cisco 
Via Interstate 15 and 70 369 
Via Zion, Bryce Canyon, Capitol Reef 411 
Via Canyon Country National Parkway 526 
North Rim Grand Canyon to Colorado border near Cisco 
Via Kanab, Richfield, Interstate 70 ·126 
Via Kanab, Bryce Canyon, Capitol Reef 451 
Via Tuba City, Monument Valley, Blanding, Moab 470 
Via Canyon Country National Parkway 
North Rim Grand Canyon to Denver, Colorado 
Via Kanab, Richfield, Interstate 70 715 
Via Navajo Trail 744 
Via Kanab, Bryce Canyorr, Capitol Reef 790 
Via Canyon Country National Parkway 82i) 
aS,>:Jc·ce of ::listances outside Canyonlands Region: Rand 1\ilcNa!ly, 1972, 
H4 
(1969, 1970) it would probably also provide lhe slowest average travel rate. 
These disadvantages would not be decisive so long as it could offer scenic 
attractions comparable or superior to those available on other routes. How 
well the parkway would do this is questionable. Alternatives on lhe west offer 
the drawing power of Bryce Canyon and Capitol Reef National Parks plus Boulder 
Mo~ntain, Long Canyon, the Burr Trail, Anasazi State Park, and a high speed 
route connecting all these to Arches National Park and the north entrance to 
Canyonlands National Park. Routes on the east offer many prehistoric sites, 
the Navajo Reservation, Monument Valley, several state parks and the east 
entrance to C,u:woalands National Park. To compete at all the parkway would 
have to be perceived as a major attraction in its own right. 
One factor which will affect the parkway route, but to an extent that is 
unknown at this time, is the proposal to construct the Kaiparowits power plant. 
If the plant is not built or if the environmentalists' fears concerning its air 
pollution potential prove to be groundless, the scenic potential of the parkway 
route would not be harmed. If it is built and the environmentalists are right, 
the scenic value of the route will be largely eliminated. Only time and events 
will reveal the truth of the matter. 
Assuming that power plant development does not destroy the scenic 
potential of the parkway route, the question remains as to what its construction 
would do for scenic tourism in the region. The region, it should he remembered, 
already possesses a wealth of scenic attractions including five National Parks 
with proven tourist drawing power. High standard highways give access to these 
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parks and are well positioned to serve the normal flow of traffic in the region. 
The parkway would he in competition with these routes. It, thus appears, un-
likely that the parkway route would be perceived as a sufficiently attractive 
addition to the region's already numerous attractions to draw a significantly 
greater number of scenic tourists to southern Utah. 
In summary, the future for scenic tourism in the Canyonlands Region 
would appear to be one of continuing growth in response to national trends and 
as knowledge about the attractions of the region incy-eases within the national 
public. If the Boulder Mountain improvement takes place, it will shift the 
travel pattern of scenic tourists slightly southeastward without affecting the 
total number of tourists drawn to the region. Construction of the parkway 
route, NE-1 and SW-1, would also probably result in a redistribution of tourist 
traffic among alternative routes; it might thereby bring additional travelers 
who would otherwise have selected scenic routes bypassing the region. But, 
given the competition of several routes and the fact that a wealth of attractions 
are already available in the region, no startling increase in scenic tourism can 
be foreseen for the Canyonlands Region resulting from construction of the 
parkway route. 
Lake Powell recreationists. What effect will highway development in 
the Canyonlands Region have on traveler parties interested in recreating at 
Lake Powell? The answer lies largely in tho state of origin of the individual 
party. In the discussion of the present travel pattern of Lake Powell recrea-
tionists it was found that California residents constituted about 28 per cent of 
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lake visitation during the peak holiday weekends. This group generally entered 
the region from the wesl and traveled across Kane County to obtain access to the 
Jake at Wahweap Marina. 
Would fhe proposed highway developments change this pattern? They 
might slightly increase the percentage of California visitors using utah facilities, 
but there are a number cJ.f reasons to question whefher or not they could do more 
than that. Table 17 shows the present mileage from Los Angeles, California 
to recreation sites on La~e Powell anrl how fhese would change following 
construction of the two relevant road proposals. The extra distance that a 
California party has to travel at the present time to use a facility in Utah is 
more than 200 miles greater than the distance to Wahweap. Following construe-
tion of the proposed highways the distance differential would be about 80 miles 
Table 17. Changes in paved highway mileage between Los Angeles, California 
and Lake Powell recreation sites resulting from proposed 
construction in the Canyonlands Region 
Recreation 
site 
Wahweap 
Hole-in-the-Rock 
Bullfrog Basin 
Present 
mileage 
557 
a 
769 
a No paved access presently available. 
Mileage following successive addition of 
con3truction proposal section: 
SW-2 SW-1 
644 640 
c376 
bMileage measured via the Hole-in-the-Rock road and the northern section of 
the Glen Canyon City to Bullfrog Basin route--the shortest possible route. 
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if facilities are provided at Hole-in-the-Rock or 110 miles if they are not. The 
National Park Service has plans to build a boating oriented facility one and one 
half miles south of the historic Hole-in-the-Rock site when and if access to that 
location becomes available (Utah State Department of Highways, 1966). Rand 
McNally (1972) estimates driving time between Los Angeles, California and 
Page Arizona to be 11 hours 40 minutes. The extra 80 to 110 miles of driving 
on the type of road envisioned by the Utah State Highway Department would 
add two to three hours to this time. It would seem likely that California 
residents would be willing to pay this price of extra driving time only when 
visiting the lake on extended trips and even then, only when they particularly 
desired to visit and explore the northern reaches of the Jake. 
Attempting to lure any large numbers of Arizona residents to Utah 
facilities would also be a questionable objective. While driving times from 
Arizona population centers do not approach those from California, the route 
used by Arizonians to reach Hole-in-the-Rock or Bullfrog Basin would lead 
directly past the entrance to Wahweap Marina. For variety some Arizona 
residents might use Utah facilities some of the time, but it is very doubtful 
that they would do so to any extent. 
Two groups that the completion of Utah Highway 9:i may draw to Lake 
Powell are residents of northern New Mexico and southern Colorado. While 
neither group constitutes a major population, the presence of relatively small 
reservoirs (in comparison to Lake Powell) in those regions has caused a con-
siderable number of ,·esidents to become water recreation oriented. While 
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improvement of Utah Highway 95 will encourage visitation to Halls Crossing 
Marina by these groups, completion of the Bureau of Indian Affairs road in 
northern Arizona will tend to attract them to Wahweap Marina. What the 
ultimate pattern of visitation will be is uncertain. Unfortunately, none of the 
proposed construction segments will affect lake access for Colorado residents 
from the more northern portions of the state. These visitors already use 
Bullfrog Basin and the limited facilities at Rite Crossing. 
Utah water recreationists from outside the Canyonlands Region constitute 
the only remaining group of potential Lake Powell recreationists who might be 
affected by region highway construction. Calculation of the distances from the 
various facilities on the lake to Salt Lake City revealed that the distance be-
tween Salt Lake and Wahweap Marina is the only distance that would be sub-
stantially affected by highway development. However, providing more alterna-
ti vc routes to Bullfrog Basin and a paved road to Hole-in-the- Rock might 
encourage a larger number of Utah residents to use the lake and the facilities 
avai !able in the Canyonlands Region. Construction of the routes included in 
the SW-2 proposal would appear to be best suited to accomplishing this purpose. 
The overall picture that emerges is that increases in the use of Utah 
Lake Powell facilities resulting from highway construction in the Canyonlands 
Region would be CJ.lite modest. Construction of a major facility just north of the 
Utah-Arizona border (such as at the Warm Creek site where the l\ational Park 
Service plans eventual development) would appear to be the best move for 
those hoping to obtain a larger share of lake visitors' expenditures for Utah. 
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Changes in travel patterns of other groups. The probable effects of 
highway construction in the Canyonlands Region of the three remaining classes 
of travelers may be briefly discussed. As was mentioned in the prior discus-
sion of business travelers in the region, the majority of them enter the region 
to conduct business at one of the communities close to the edge of the region 
and then return to their point of origin. Since the proposed highway projects 
are located in the center of the region it is highly unlikely that these projects 
will alter the travel pattern of this group. 
The transient vacationer and business transient groups are by definition 
those whose primary reason for being in the region is to get somewhere else. 
Therefore, they seek out the most expeditious routes through the region. 
Table 16 shows that, at least along the major axis of travel, existing routes 
are shorter and faster than those which would be provided by proposed highway 
developments. It may, therefore, be expected that these two transient groups 
will continue their present travel patterns. 
Effects of changing travel 
patterns on Canyonlands 
Region counties 
How will the expected changes in travel patterns resulting from highway 
development affect the counties and communities of the Canyonlands Region? 
Considering the impreciseness of the estimates on how the travel patterns 
themselves would change, only very tenuious estimates of the impacts on the 
region are possible. 
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Grand County. The only significant change resulting from highway 
development that Grand County would feel would stem from the construction of 
the parkway routes, NE-1 and SW-1. There are no sources for goods and 
services other than Moab along this proposed route, and the route's location 
on land controlled by the National Park Service is apt to preclude the develop-
ment of extensive service centers. Moab would thus have a mo:1oply on the 
opportunity to provide for travelers' needs. While most of the travelers using 
the parkway probably would come to the region anyway and many of them would 
reach Moab even in the absence of this route, its construction would guarantee 
that they would all pass through southern Grand County. All these travelers 
would probably need services. Tables 13 and 14 reveal that one third of the 
scenic tourists in the region already visit the Moab area and that they spend 
14 per cent of all regional traveler dollars at this point. Following construction 
of the parkway route, the Moab area would be certain to enlarge its share of 
this traveler expenditure pie. 
Given the data available it is not possible to predict the actual size of 
the economic impact that development of the parkway route would produce in 
southern Grand County. But, under the following assumptions one can 
hypothesize the magnitude of change that might be felt in Moab. One might 
assume, for instance, that development of the parkway route would increase 
scenic tourist travelers in the region by 10 per cent. 6 It could also be assumed 
6The assumptions made in this discussion and others that follow will be 
arbitrarily selected for convenience of discussion. They do not constitute an 
estimate of what would in fact occur following road development. 
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that the redistribution of parties between routes in the region would balance out 
in such a way that Moab would receive a net increase in scenic tourist travelers 
equal to the total regional increase. If the total number of travelers in the 
region and their total expenditures during the 1971 sample period were known 
it would then be possible to use the data of Tables 13 and 14 to estimate the 
changes which would follow from these assumptions. Existing data make it 
possible to estimate that for the relevant study period total out-of-state travel 
in the region amounted to 1, 023,000 parties who spent a total of 11. 7 million 
dollars (Hunt and Brown, 1971, Hunt, Brown, and Kinzler, 197la, 197lb, 1972). 
Using the assumptions, these totals, and the data in Tables 13 and 14 it appears 
that an additional 25 thousand travelers would spend nearly 500 thousand dollars 
in the Moab vicinity. This expenditure figure would represent a 20 per cent 
increase in Moab area traveler expenditures. 
San Juan County. San Juan County is in a poor position to profit 
significantly from regional highway development proposals. Calculations 
employing data from Tables 13 and 14 show that the average traveler party 
et1tering the southern portion of Grand County spent more than 11 dollars in 
the Moab area. As many travelers entered northern San Juan County as entered 
southern Grand County, but they spent an average of only three dollar a per 
party there. Brown (1971) explains this phenomenon in terms of factors which 
combine to make Moab the dominant expenditure point in the area. If anything, 
the proposed highway developments in the region will serve to strengthen Moab's 
position and make it even more difficult for San Juan County to capitalize on the 
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drawing power of Canyonlands National Park. Development of the northern 
portion of the parkway proposal (alternative NE-1) in particular would serve 
Grand County interests while choking off tourist flow through San Juan County. 
The location of the east shore of Lake Powell in relation to recreationist points 
of origin and to San Juan population centers will likewise make it difficult for 
the county to profit from highway development produced opportunities in the 
area. In general, San Juan County can expect to continue to receive a relatively 
small tourism industry income. Completion of Utah Highway 95 will do the 
most to boost this income, and even here the effect will be small. 
If o:-te assumes that improvement of utah Highway 95, in combination 
with one or both southwest development alternatives, could produce an increase 
of 10 per cent in scenic tourist and Lake Powell recreationist travel in San 
Juan County, what would be the impact? Use of the regional visitation and 
expenditure figures and data from Tables 13 and 14 produces an estimate that 
this change in travel would bring 8 thousand additional parties to the county who 
would spend an additional 88 thousand dollars. 7 This figure would represent 
a 7 per cent increase in San Juan County's out-of-state traveler spending of 
1. 4 million dollars. On the other hand one could hypothesize that subsequent 
development of proposal NE-1 would eliminate this increased income and 
possibly even reduce tourism industry earnings in San Juan County to a point 
substantially below the present level. 
7 
A disproportionately large portion of this expenditure total would come 
from about 1 thousand Lake Powell recreationists, who spent an a'vBrage of 4 7 
dollars per party in the region. Scenic tourists in the region spent an average 
of about 28 dollars per party, while the average for all types of travel parties 
combined was only 11 1/2 dollars per party. 
93 
Kane County. TI1e net effect on Kane County of the changes in tourism 
travel patterns is difficult to anticipate. The construction of the SW-2 route 
segments in the county would have a negligable impact. The road between 
Cannonville and U. S. Highway 89 would not draw a significant number of 
travelers away from the towns in the western end of the county, and the only 
potential effect of the Hole-in-the-Rock road would be the individual gains 
which might follow development of a lake facility. 
The changes in county tourist and recreationist travel following develop-
ment of the Glen Canyon City-Bullfrog Basin route are harder to assess. It 
has been predicted that this route would draw travelers from other routes. 
One such route would be U. S. Highway 89 in western Kane County. Some 
tourist parties from central Arizona which now use U. S. Highway 89 and 
obtain services in Kane County might instead obtain services in Page, Arizona 
and then travel the parkway. Travelers presently entering the county via 
Utah Highway 15 and then going north, who switched to the parkway route 
would obtain services in Kanab rather than in the other Kane County communities 
north of Utah Highway 15. Arizona origin tourists who now travel northeastward 
via the Navajo Trail or U.S. Highway 163 who changed to the parkway route 
would be a boost for the county only if they did not fill all their needs at Page, 
Arizona. Finally, Bullfrog Basin (and Hole-in-the-Hock if developed) would 
provide additional revenue to the county to the extent that they were successful 
in attracting additional Lake Powell recreationists. Probably Kane County 
would show a net profit from changes in travel patterns following construction 
of the route between Glen Canyon City and Bullfrog Basin. How substantial 
this gain would be is questionable, but no bonanza is likely to occur. 
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The Grand County discussion assumed that the Canyon Country National 
Parkway route would draw an addi tiona] 10 per cent scenic tourist parties to the 
region. Maintaining lhis assumption, and further assuming that the parkway 
would increase lake recreationist travel in Kane County by 20 per cent what 
would be the impact on Kane County? To answer requires additional assumption 
that 50 per cent of the added scenic tourists would come from or go to Page, 
Arizona for services, that the 20 per cent gain in lake recreationists would 
produce a proportional increase in that group's expenditures in the county, 
and that all of the other possible gains and losses in the county would balance 
or be negligible. Calculations from Tables 13 and 14 would then indicate that 
12.5 thousand scenic parties would spend an additional 143 thousand dollars 
and about 5 thousand lake \isitors would spend 120 thousand dollars. The 
total additional expenditure of 263 thousand dollars would amount to a 6 per cent 
increase in Kane County's estimated 4. 5 million dollar income received from 
out-of-state travelers. 
Garfield County. The major impact of highway development on Garfield 
County would follow construction of the improvements included in the SW-2 
route proposaL These developments would encourage tra vclcrs to usc etah 
High"ay 12 and would bring tourism business to the communities along· this 
route east of Bryce Canyon National Park. The primary effect would come 
from parties using the Boulder Mountain road to travel between Bryce Canyon 
and Capitol Reef National Parks. The county would also see more Utah 
travelers attracted to its many scenic resources, and if the parkway route is 
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constructed there would probably be travelers moving between Bryce Canyon 
and the parkway via the Burr Trail route. 
Although the number of parties entering the county probably will not 
increase appreciably, the increased use of Utah Highway 12 would be unlikely 
to have a negative impact on the present major expenditure points in the county, 
Panguitch and Bryce Canyon. The factors which give these locations their 
dominant position in county tourism income (Brown, 1971) will not be altered. 
The increase in county tourism income, felt mostly by the communities along 
Utah Highway 12, will result primarily from travelers spending more time and 
money in Garfield County. 
If it is assumed that 20 per cent of the scenic tourist visitors to Bryce 
Canyon National Park would use Utah Highway l2 east of the park following 
completion of proposal SW-2 and further assumed that these parties would 
spend just one-half as much per party along this route as they currently spend 
at Bryce Canyon, some idea of the magnitude of impact to be expected in the 
area may be obtained. The usual calculations employing data from Tables 13 
and 14 show that under these assumptions the communities along Utah Highway 
12 east of Bryce Canyon could expect an increase in tourism income of 126 
thousand dollars. While this amount would only increase total county travel 
income by 4 per cent, it would represent a bonanza to these communities which 
now receive only about 50 thousand dollars in tourism income. 
Wayne County. Wayne County would feel very little impact from any 
highway development other than the Boulder Mountain portion of alternative 
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SW-2. The effect of this development on the county would result from increased 
visitation to Capitol Reef National Park and from an increase in utah resident 
travel through the county enroute to scenic and recreational attractions south 
of the county. If three-quarters of the travelers who it was assumed would use 
the eastern portion of utah Highway 12 in Garfield County following SW-2 
development were to pass through Wayne County, they could be expected to 
spend 90 thousand dollars in the county. Although the increased visitation to 
Capitol Reef which has followed its re-designation as a National Park has 
undoubtedly increased county tourism income well above the 102 thousand 
dollar figure which was estimated from the 1971 sample using Tables 13 and 
14 data, the additional increase which might follow development of proposal 
SW-2 would still be very important to the county. Since the Wayne County 
tourism infrastructure was built on the volume of traffic received prior to 
construction of the Green River to Fremont Junction portion of Interstate 
Highway 70, the county already has the capability to handle this increased 
tourist flow. 
Overview. It is clear that each county could expect some tourism in-
come gains from at least one highway development proposal. The figures used 
to project the magnitude of potential impact in each county were strictly hypo-
thetical, yet they indicate that some counties could expect far larger gains to 
tourism industry income than would be possible in other counties. It is also 
clear that different construction proposals would best serve to develop tourism 
in different counties, and that no one proposal would be universally beneficial 
to the interests of the entire region. Possible negative impacts of highway 
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development are hard to anticipate, but the possibility that development of the 
NE-1 route would have a strong negative impact on San Juan County has been 
raised. Should the popularity of the Canyon Country National Parkway greatly 
exceed the expectations of this report (equal the expectations of some of its 
proponents) western Garfield County and Wayne Couniy might also be adversely 
affected. 
In general, however, ihis discussion has focused on the increases to 
tourism industry income which could be expected to follow highway development. 
The implication that increased tourism income would be good for the regional 
economy has been clear. The situation is not quite that simple, however, and 
economic development through tourism industry expansion would create 
problems. The Appalachian Regional Commission Study Report on ihe role of 
recreation industry in regional economic development summarizes ihe 
situation: 
There are a nun1ber of reasons which prevent recreation-tourism 
alone from being a satisfactory solution to the economic ills which beset 
the w1derdeveloped regions of the United States. Demand is limited and 
distinctly income-elastic .... The industry is notably seasonal, which 
prevents full utili zationof the capital invested. Much of the employment 
generated is intermittent and most is low paid. (Appalachian Regional 
Commission, 1966, p. 70) 
This description fits the Canyonlands Region situation. 
The seasonal nature of the tourism- recreation industry in the Canyon-
lands Region is well demonstrated. Traveler expenditures in the region dnring 
the summer quarter of 1971 were 12 times those of the 1971-1972 winter 
quarter (Hnnt, Brown, and Kinzler; 197la, 1972). Possibilities of extending 
the season appear to be very limited. Unfortunately, the highest demand for 
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labor in the recreation-tourism industry coincides with peak demand in the 
agriculture and government services sectors of the economy, so that in some 
areas seasonal labor shortages exist. If an expanding tourism industry causes 
the region to import more seasonal workers, this could produce the declining 
regional economic multipliers observed in Teton County Wyoming (Rajender, 
Harmston, and Blood; 1967). Temporary, low paying jobs in the tourism 
industry also will not serve to halt the migration of the region's young workers 
who seek more attractive opportunities. 
For tourism to be important in economic development it has to be 
balanced by other income sources which provide permanent, attractive employ-
ment. Households, having one stable source of income, could then provide 
workers seeking the temporary, supplemental income opportunities available 
in the tourism indus try. The problem is to find industry which will not conflict 
with tourism development. 
Resident Perceptions 
Resident perceptions of the probable effect of highway construction on 
the Canyonlands Region were elicited through a mail questionnaire (Appendix 
B). During administration of this questionnaire events occurred which require 
discussion. 
Intervening factors in 
instrument administration 
On July 8, 1972, the survey instrument was mailed to residents of 
Canyonlands Region counties. The questionnaire was sent under the auspices 
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of the Institute for the Study of Outdoor Recreation and Tourism. Mention was 
made in the cover letter that this questionnaire was a continuation of a previous 
Institute study on highway development. 
On July 9, 1972, Calvin Black, San Juan County Commissioner and 
influential southern Utah figure, released a press statement which was highly 
critical of the initial study and charged the Institute with incompetence and 
wasting the taxpayers' dollar (Appendix C). Dr. John D. Hunt, Institute 
Chairman, released a statement discussing the purpose of the study, the logic 
of its design, and expressing regret that those who disagreed with the study 
results felt it necessary to discredit its validity (Appendix C). 
These statements received considerable press co.,.erage in the Canyon-
lands Region. In Grand, Kane, and Wayne Counties the issue received a 
balanced two-sided coverage. The San Juan County Record presented both sides, 
but KUTA radio in Blanding emphasized Mr. Black's charges. The most one-
sided coverage was presented by the Garfield County News which only printed 
an editorial paraphrasing Mr. Black's statement. 
This controversy presented the problem of potentially affecting responses 
to the second q1estionnaire. A second mailing of this questionnaire had been 
scheduled two weeks after the first mailing. If this mailing had been made, 
the reminder questionnaire would have reached the region shortly after peak 
publicity about. the issue. Therefore, a delay for this second mailing seemed 
necessary. Plans were then formulated for the Institute, with the cooperation 
of the region's cqunty commissioners to send out yet another survey instrument 
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on the same topic to the same sample of respondents. A reminder included in 
the cover letter of the third study was selected to replace the second study's 
second mailing. 
When receipt of second questionnaire returns was terminated one month 
after the initial mailing, 231 useable returns had been received. The return 
rate was 30.2 per cent. From Garfield and San Juan Counties the return rates 
were 22.0 and 26.3 per cent, respectively. The other three counties returned 
between 34.2 and 36.0 per cent of their questionnaires. The lowest return 
rates were from the counties where the news media coverage had been most 
unfavorable. Apparently news media coverage of the controversy adversely 
affected questionnaire response. It was also possible that the return was biased 
by the issue. To test this possibility, 85 returns received before news media 
coverage of the controversy began were paired county-by-county with 85 
received late in the study. Tabulations of the questionnaire responses of these 
two groups were compared and the finding was that question response distribu-
tions were similar. Chi-squared tests were computed for two focal questions 
(9A and lOA, Appendix B). Differences were not significant at p = . 05. 
As an additional check for possible bias the results of the present 
study were compared with the Brown and Hunt study (1972). The results ob-
tained by the two survey instruments closely corresponded. In both studies 
Grand County showed a strong preference for alternative NE-1, San Juan chose 
NE-2, and Kane County favored SW-1. The two alternatives utilized by the 
Brown and Hunt study in place of alternative SW-2 precluded the direct com-
parison of Garfield and Wayne County responses. 
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These findings were encouraging, yet the situation still warranted a 
conservative approach. The use of the respondents to the Brown and Hunt 
study to form the survey sample, the low rates of return in both studies, the 
presence of the controversy, and the low number of returns per county raised 
the possibility of biased results and indicated a cautious interpretation of the 
data. The conclusion was reached that while it would not be valid to search 
for fine shades of meaning in the data, it would be meaningful to consider 
strong trends as being representative of Canyonlands Region resident's views. 
Resident perceptions 
Conceptually the survey questionnaire may be dividPd into three 
sections. The first eight questions were designed to determine what needs 
respondents perceived as being met by development of the various alternatives. 
The next three questions sought preferences for route development and the 
reasons for these preferences. The last section was open ended and optional. 
Here, respondents had an opportunity to express views not examined in the 
questionnaire's other sections. 
Grand County. Grand County residents had a clear preference for 
development alternative NE-1, the route from Moab to Hite Crossing through 
Canyonlands National Park. When asked to select the one route that they would 
most like to see developed, 60 per cent of the respondents chose this 
alternative (Table 18). They also selected this route as the one that would best 
fill transportation, tourism, and economic development purposes. 
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Asked their reasons for favoring alternative NE-1, respondents often 
replied that it would open new scenic areas for viewing and development, which 
would increase tourism in the county. They also frequently expressed that the 
road would serve county resident transportation needs by providing easy access 
to Lake Powell. Their particular assurance that NE-1 would do the most for 
county and community tourism is revealed in Table 18. 
The alternative favored by 25 per cent of Grand County respondents was 
NE-2 (U.S. Highway 163 and Utah Highway 95 to Rite Crossing). This route 
was preferred because it would be the least costly alternative, and because it 
would do the least damage to scenic and wild areas. 
Grand County residents were less certain about the regional need for 
NE-1 than they were about local need. Crosstabulations of route preferences 
and regional need perceptions indicated many of those preferring NE-1 per-
ceived other routes as having benefit for the region. NE-2 was perceived as 
being nearly as useful as NE-1 for regional transportation needs, while SW-2 
was considered a strong possibility to assist regional economic development. 
Those favoring routes other than KE-1 perceived the route they favored as best 
for the region. Perhaps, regional considerations played a larger part in 
determining thei.r route preference. 
The combination of one northeast and one southwest alternative per-
ceived to best meet household, community, county, and regional needs is 
shown in Table 19. Also displayed is the combination preferred if only one 
combination could be developed. Preferences and perceptions were closely 
aligned with the majority favoring development of the NE-1, SW-1 combination 
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Table 18. Alternatives perceived by Grand County residents as best meeting 
needs within the Canyonlands Region compared with county resident 
preferences for alternative doveloEment. 
Type of need Number Alternative 
responding NE-1 NE-2 SW-1 SW-2 No Not 
differ- certain 
ence 
Percent 
Transportation 
Household 59 63 24 2 8 3 0 
County 61 64 25 2 3 5 2 
Region 60 30 27 8 17 2 17 
Tourism development 
Community 70 69 20 1 6 3 1 
County 67 70 18 2 6 3 2 
Region 70 36 19 9 23 1 13 
Economic 
Household 76 32 14 0 3 51 0 
County 73 64 18 3 4 4 7 
Region 71 31 14 8 18 :l 16 
No No 
develop- Prefer-
ment cnce 
Respondents' 
preferences 80 60 25 5 6 4 0 
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Table 19. Combinations of one northeast and one southwest alternative per-
cei ved by Grand County residents as best meeting needs within the 
Canyonlands Region compared with county resident preferences for 
combination develoEment. 
Type of need Number Alternative 
responding NE-1 NE-1 NE-2 NE-2 No Not 
SW-1 SW-2 SW-1 SW-2 differ-certain 
ence 
Percent 
Transportation 
Household 78 55 13 9 20 3 0 
County 79 56 10 11 19 2 1 
Region 78 44 9 8 31 1 8 
Tourism development 
Community 78 58 10 8 20 3 1 
County 76 58 12 5 20 4 1 
Region 77 44 14 6 27 1 6 
Economic 
County 78 56 15 10 15 1 1 
Region 79 43 16 6 28 0 6 
No No 
develop- Prefer-
ment ence 
Respondents' 
preferences 79 60 13 8 16 4 0 
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(the Canyon Country National Parkway route). It also appears that regional 
considerations were stronger in influencing combination preferences than in 
single route choicf'. Although the opening of new scenic areas was the most 
frequently mentioned reason for selecting tho NE-1, SW-1 combination, beliefs 
thal it ,,,culd best serve regional transportation needs and regional tourism 
development were often expressed. 
One question suggested that all alternatives would eventually be developed 
and asked respondents to indicate the order of development they would prefer. 
The priority ranks assigned by respondents were summed and then divided by 
the number of responses to obtain an average county priority for each route. 8 
NE-1 received the highest priority from Grand County residents with a 2. 9 
average rank. NE-2 and SW-1 both received ranks of 2.2, while SW-2 received 
a 1. 6 rating. Comparison of these priorities with the perceptions and prefer-
ences of county residents indicates that SW-1 probably attains its priority as 
the best route to feed travelers to the NE-1 route. 
These results for Grand County compare well with those obtained by 
Brown and Hunt (1972). In their study 60 per cent of respondents given a choice 
between two routes similar to alternatives NE-1 and NE-2 chose the one com-
parable to NE-1. In the southwestern portion of the region 50 per cent of 
8 A route selected for first development received a numerical rank 
of four, second choice a rank of three, third choice a rank of two, and fourth 
choice a rank of one. 
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Grand County respondents selected an alternative identical to SW-1 9. Unpub-
lished data from the Brown and Hunt study show that 65 per cent of the 
respondents who selected the NE-1 route also preferred the alternative com-
parable to SW-1, while 53 per cent of those favoring NE-2 favored development 
of the Burr Trail alternative west of Hite Crossing. 
The two studies indicate that a majroity of Grand County residents 
responding to the questionnaire favor development of the parkway route for 
the benefits to the county tourism industry that it would bring. A substantial 
minority, however, prefer to see existing routes improved either because this 
option would be less costly or because it would be less apt to damage scenic or 
wild areas. 
San Juan County. San Juan County residents favored development of the 
one alternative in their county, U. S. Highway 163 and Utah Highway 95 (Table 
20). They perceived this route as having high value for meeting household, 
community, and county needs. Since San Juan County is remote and other 
alternatives do not pass through its communities, it is not surprising that 
this route (NE-2) was seen as the best alternative for meeting these needs. 
The proportion of respondents (74 per cent) favoring NE-2 development was 
lower than the proportion perceiving it as the best route for most personal 
9The Brown and Hunt study utilized three alternatives southwest of 
Hite Crossing. The first of these involved Utah Highway 276 from its inter-
section with Utah Highway 95 to Bullfrog Basin, then followed the Burr Trai I 
and Utah Highway 12 to Panguitch. The second, was similar but used the 
trans-Escalante section of the parkway route and the Hole-in-the-Rock road 
between Bullfrog Basin and Escalante. The third alternative was identical to 
SW-1. 
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Table 20. Alternatives •perceived by San Juan County residents as best meeting 
needs within the Canyonlands Region compared with county resident 
preferences for alternative development 
Type of need Number Alternative 
responding NE-1 NE-2 SW-1 SW-2 No Not 
differ- certain 
ence 
Per cent 
Transportation 
Household 37 0 86 8 3 3 0 
County 37 0 84 11 3 0 3 
Region 35 0 54 14 20 0 11 
Tourism development 
Community :37 3 92 5 0 0 0 
Co•mty 38 3 84 8 5 0 0 
Hegion :n 5 48 11 24 0 11 
Economic 
Household 40 5 50 ~ ;j :15 3 
County 39 
" 
85 10 0 0 0 
Hegion H 2 •±9 10 20 0 20 
No No 
develop- prefer-
menl encc 
Respondents' 
preferences 43 2 74 9 14 0 0 
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and county purposes. The difference may have ariscm from persons basing their 
preference on regional cons1derations, or it may be that San Juan residents 
viewed novelopment of NE-2 as being nearly complete and thus discounted it as 
a development alternative. 
A majoritv of San Juan County residents (56 per cent) felt that the com-
bination NE-2, SW-2 involving improvement of existing routes, would best 
serve transportation, tourism and economic needs and they preferred develop-
ment of this route (Table 21). A strong minority (32 per cent), however, 
selected combination NE-2, SW-1. Exponents of the NE-2, SW-2 combination 
believe it would best serve transportation needs within the region, that it would 
cause tourists to remain in the region longer, and that il would least damage 
scenic and wild areas. Hespondents favoring NE-2, SW-1 believe this com-
bination would open new scenic areas to tourist travel, which would bring more 
visitors into the region. 
Analysis of lhe order of development preferred re-emphasized that 
completion of Utah Highway 95 (NE-2) has first priority with San Juan County 
residents. They assigned it an average rank of 3. 5, the highest average gi vcn 
any route preference by any county. Alternative SW-2 received a priority of 2. 2 
followed by SW-1 with a 2. 0 average. The lowest priority assigned any alterna-
tive by any county was the San Juan average of 12. for alternative NE-1. 
Hesults obtained by Brown and Hunt (1972) for San ,Juan County are again 
comparable. They reported that 88 per cent of county respondents favored 
alternative NE-2 over NE-1. In the southwestern portion of the region a 
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Table 21. Combinntions of one northeast and one southwest alternative 
percei vcd by San Juan County residents as best meeting needs 
within the Canyonlands Region compared with county resident 
erefercnees for combination develoement. 
Type of need Number Alternative 
responding NE-1 NE-1 NE-2 NE-2 No Not 
SW-1 SW-2 SW-1 sw-2 differ- certain 
ence 
Per cent 
Transportation 
Household 41 8 2 37 51 2 0 
County 41 5 5 39 49 0 2 
Region 40 2 5 30 55 0 8 
Tourism development 
Community 42 5 5 36 55 0 0 
County 41 5 5 34 54 0 2 
Region 40 2 8 22 55 0 12 
Economic 
County 41 2 7 34 54 0 2 
Region 40 2 5 25 55 0 12 
No No 
develop- preff'r-
ment ence 
R csponden ts' 
preferences 41 5 5 32 56 2 0 
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plurality (32 per cent) favored the western alternative using the Burr Trail with 
the parkway route alternative a close second (28 per cent). 
Kane County. A large majority (72 per cent) of Kane County residents 
favored alternative SW-1, the Glen Canyon City to Bullfrog Basin route. Al-
most all other county respondents (26 per cent) favored SW-2 for development. 
A large majority of Kanab residents preferred the former route, but other 
county residents showed a slight preference for alternative SW-2. Perceptions 
of which route would best fill household, community, and county needs are al-
most identical with development preferences (Table 22), but some who favored 
alternative SW-1 felt that SW-2 might better serve regional needs. The reasons 
expressed for preferring SW-1 were that it would open the scenic and recreation-
al potential of Lake Powell, and that it would provide a direct route through 
the region which would serve regional transportation needs and attract tourism 
business. A number of Kane County respondents expressed the expectation 
that this route would greatly facilitate regional transportation and that it would 
become a primary travel artery through the region. 
Tbe Canyon Country National Parkway route (combination NE-1, SW-1) 
was the strong favorite of Kane County residents (Table 23). The support 
for this combination and the lack of enthusiasm for the NE-2, SW-1 combination 
indicates that the parkway route was pcrcei ved as a unit. Only in combination 
with NE-1 would SW-1 bring Kane County residents all the benefits they expect 
from parkway development. The reasons given for favoring this combination 
were the same as those supporting the single alternative SW-1. 
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Table 22. Alternatives perceived by ,. ne County residents as best meeting 
needs within the Canyonlands Region compared with county resident 
f'references for alternative develof>ment. 
Type of need Number Alternative 
responding NE-1 NE-2 SW-1 SW-2 No Not 
differ- certain 
ence 
Percent 
Transportation 
Household 40 0 0 70 28 2 0 
County 40 0 0 72 22 2 2 
Region 39 0 0 59 31 3 8 
Tourism development 
Community 39 3 0 67 28 0 3 
County :J8 3 0 71 24 0 3 
Region 39 3 0 62 31 0 5 
Economic 
Household 40 0 0 48 20 30 2 
County 39 0 0 69 31 0 0 
Region 38 0 0 55 :17 0 0 
No No 
develop- prefer-
ment ence 
Respondents' 
preferences 43 2 0 72 26 0 0 
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Table 23. Combinations of one northeast and one southwest alternative 
perceived by Kane County residents as best meeting needs within 
the Canyonlands Region compared with county resident preferences 
for combination develo12ment 
Type of need Number Alternative 
responding NE-1 NE-1 NE-2 NE-2 No Not 
differ- certain 
ence 
Percent 
Transportation 
Household 41 66 10 7 12 2 2 
County 42 67 12 10 10 2 2 
Region 42 60 5 5 24 2 5 
Tourism development 
Community 40 62 18 10 8 0 2 
County 41 61 17 10 10 0 2 
Region 40 58 10 8 20 0 5 
Eeonomic 
County 39 70 13 5 10 0 3 
Hegion '12 55 10 5 21 2 7 
No No 
develop- prefer-
ment ence 
Respondent's 
12 references 41 G8 17 3 10 0 0 
11:3 
As might be anticipated, alternative SW-1 received top priority rating 
(3.3) from Kane County residents. The importance attached to development of 
the entire parkway route was re-emphasized by the second priority rating (2. 4) 
that NE-1 received. SW-2 ranked third (2. 3) even though it would include major 
construction in Kane County, and alternative NE-2 received a low priority 
average of 1. 5 from county residents. 
Because Brown and Hunt (1972) specifically asked respondents their 
choice between NE-1 and NE-2 they were able to determine that 67 per cent of 
Kane County residents prefer NE-1 in comparison to only 14 per cent favoring 
NE-2 (the remaining 19 per cent preferred no development, indicated no prefer-
ence, or gave no response). Their study determined that 88 per cent of Kane 
County residents preferred the Glen Canyon City to Bullfrog Basin route over 
the other alternatives offered. Apparently the SW-2 alternative offered in the 
present study was more attractive than the alternatives used by Brown and Hunt. 
In general, a strong majority of Kane County residents preferred the 
development of the entire Canyon Country National Parkway route and expressed 
high expectations for what that route would do for their county. Another quarter 
of the respondents, however, favored alternative SW-2, apparently having a 
lower estimation of what the parkway would do for them and for the county. 
Garfield County. Almost 70 per cent of Garfield County residents 
selected alternative SW-2 as their choice for route development, and the re-
mainder of the county respondents preferred the parkway route, SW-1. 
Residents of the communities situated along Utah Highway 12 displayed a nearly 
unanimous preference for SW-2, while residents of the towns along U.S. Hig;hway 
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Table 24. Alternrrti ves perceived by Garfield County residents as best meeting 
needs within the Canyonlands Region compared with county resident 
2references for alternative develo2ment. 
Type of need Number Alternative 
responding NE-1 NE-2 SW-1 SW-2 No Not 
differ- certain 
ence 
Percent 
Transportation 
Household 27 4 0 22 67 7 0 
County 28 4 0 7 90 0 0 
Region 27 4 0 15 78 4 0 
Tourism development 
Community 32 6 0 19 75 0 0 
County 31 3 0 16 81 0 0 
Region 31 0 0 19 77 0 3 
Economic 
Household a:3 6 0 3 67 24 0 
County 33 3 3 12 82 0 0 
Region 31 3 3 20 71 0 0 
" 
No No 
develop- prefer-
rncnt ence 
Hespondents' 
preferences 35 0 0 29 69 3 0 
115 
89 were split in their support of the two alternatives. Garfield County residents 
were particularly aware that the improvement of existing roads involved in 
alternative SW-2 would best meet county needs, and they also were confident 
that it would best fill regional needs (Table 24). The specific reasons cited for 
preferring alternative SW-2 were its ability to serve local and regional trans-
portation needs, that it would bring tourism business to existing towns, and 
that it would provide access to a variety of scenic areas. Those favoring SW-1 
cited improved access to Lake Powell and the expectation that this route would 
increase the number of tourists drawn to the region as determinants of their 
choice. 
A plurality (42 per cent) of Garfield County residents favored combination 
NE-1, SW-2 (Table 25). The second most common preference was for the 
pairing of alternatives NE-2 and SW-2. The popularity of the former combination 
stemmed from the expectation that Utah Highway 12, the Burr Trail, and NE-1 
would become a popular route for tourism travel bringing tourism business to 
all the communities of Garfield County. Advocates of combination NE-2, SW-2 
had the same basic idea, but preferred NE-2 as a less costly compliment for 
SW-2 which would also benefit San Juan County communities and be less apt to 
damage scenic or wild areas. 
The priority of the various routes held by Garfield County residents places 
SW-2 first with a rank of 3. 2, followed by SW-1 (2. G). The ranking: of this 
alternative above NE-1 which scored 2. 3 indicates that those favoring develop-
ment of this route selected it for first in order of development. NE-2 received 
low priority (1. 3) ranking. 
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Table 25. Combinations of one northeast and one southwest alternative 
perceived by Garfield County residents as best meeting needs 
within tho Canyonlands Region compared with county resident 
preferences for combination develoQmenl. 
Type of need Number Alternative 
responding NE-1 NE-1 NE-2 NE-2 No Not 
SW-1 SW-2 SW-1 SW- 2 differ- certain 
ence 
Percent 
Transportation 
Household :33 18 42 6 27 6 0 
County 33 15 42 3 36 0 3 
Region 33 18 36 0 39 3 3 
Tourism development 
Community :32 12 53 3 22 9 0 
County 31 13 58 0 26 3 0 
Region 33 21 48 3 24 0 3 
Economic 
County 34 Hi 50 3 32 0 0 
Hegion :33 1B 45 3 33 0 0 
No No 
develop- prefer-
ment ence 
Respondents' 
preferences :35 17 43 11 26 3 0 
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The results reported by Brown and Hunt (1972) were again similar to 
those observed in this study. A majority (74 per cent) favored alternative NE-1, 
and 16 per cent favored lhe parkway alternative identical to SW-1. The differ-
ence between this last figure and the preference for SW-1 (26 per cent) in the 
present study was probably caused by the lack of an alternative involving both 
the trans-Escalante section of the parkway route and the Hole-in-the-Rock 
road to Escalante. In the Brown and Hunt study the alternative offering this 
option received plurality support (45 per cent) from Garfield County residents. 
Wayne Countv. As a result of the small sample of returns received from 
Wayne County, the views held by county residents were not clearly defined. A 
majority of respondents favored alternative SW-2 which includes the Boulder 
Mountain road, for development and perceived that it would best meet needs on 
local and regional levels (Table 26). Anticipated gains to county tourism and 
improvements in the transportation system available to county residents were 
the main elements in this perception. 
Almost 50 per cent of respondents favored combination of NE-2, SW-~: 
and another 28 per cent favored NE-1, SW-2 combination (Table 27). The 
reasons expressed for favoring both these possibilities were stated 111 terms 
of county and co1n1nnnit}/ gains to tourisn1 and transportation. Con1bination 
NE-1, SW-2 was viewed by its proponents as a connecting route which would 
encourage Canyonlands National Park visitors to come to Capitol Reef National 
Park. The order of development preferences of Wayne County residents gave 
first priority to SW-2 (3.4), followed by NE-1, (2.4), SW-1 (2. 0) and NE-2 
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Table 26. Alternatives perceived by \Vayne County residents as best meeting 
needs within the Canyonlands Region compared with county resident 
rrefercnccs for alternative develorment. 
Type of need Number Alternative 
responding NE-1 NE-2 SW-1 SW-2 No Not 
differ- certain 
encc 
Percent 
Transportation 
Household 23 0 9 13 74 4 0 
County 23 4 4 9 83 0 0 
Region 21 5 0 10 76 0 10 
Tourism development 
Community 24 8 4 8 71 8 0 
County 24 8 4 4 79 4 0 
Region 24 1 4 8 71 0 12 
Economic 
Household 25 0 12 4 52 ;)2 0 
County 21 8 4 4 79 4 0 
Region 24 0 4 12 71 4 ii 
l\o No 
develop- prefer--
mcnt ence 
Hespondcnts' 
prctcrences 25 4 16 68 0 0 
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Table 27. Combination of one northeast and one southwest aliernative perceived 
by Wayne County residents as best meeting needs within the Cmyon-
lands Region compared wich county resident preferences for 
combination develo12ment 
Type of need Number Alternative 
responding NE-1 NE-1 NE-2 NE-2 No Not 
SW-1 SW-2 SW-1 SW-2 differ- certain 
ence 
Percent 
Transportation 
Household 24 8 29 0 54 4 4 
County 24 12 29 0 54 0 4 
Region 24 12 25 0 50 0 12 
Tourism development 
Community 23 9 35 0 48 9 0 
County 25 8 44 0 44 4 0 
Region 23 4 44 0 44 0 9 
Economic 
County 24 12 38 0 42 4 4 
Region 24 17 33 4 38 4 4 
No No 
develop- prefer-
ment ence 
Respondents' 
preferences 25 20 28 4 48 0 0 
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(1. 7). These priorities were plausible in the light of other expressed county 
preferences. 
Observations reported by Brown and Hunt (1972) generally support these 
findings for Wayne :county, but because none of the alternatives that they offered 
included development of the Boulder Mountain road, their alternative comparable 
to SW-1 received stronger support (30 per cent). 
Regional overview. Tho natural inclination in a study of highway develop-
ment preferences of Cilnyonlands Region residents would be to perform a sum~ 
mation of the county data to obtain the perceptions and preferences of the 
region population. There are two factors which make such a procedure inap-
propriate. One of these factors involves limitations on the extent to which the 
data may be generalized to the regional population. The other stems from the 
image of resident preferences and perceptions reflected by the data as viewed 
county- by- county. 
It was concluded that the questionnaire data would serve adequately 
as a rough indicator of the views of residents of the region on the highway 
development issue. This conclusion was based on comparisons which estab-
lished that data from each county which had been subject to potentially biasing 
controversy were not significantly different than uncontaminated data. Those 
tests did nothing, however, to negate the possibility that adverse publicity had 
reduced return rates from the five counties by differing amounts. Attempting 
to project a regional opinion would, then, involve a weighting process that 
could only be based on questionable assumptions. 
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Attempting lo identify a regional position on highway development could 
result in describing something which does not exist. Table 28 shows that the 
correlation between alternatives perceived as being in the best interest of the 
region and those preferred for development is substantially lower than the 
correlation between alternatives percci ved as being best for the respondent's 
household, community, or county and those preferred for development. Views 
as to which alternative would best fill regional needs also vary to a remarkable 
extent from county to county (See Tables 18, 20, 22, 24, 26 and Tables 19, 21, 
23, 25, 27). In each county the alternative viewed as best filling regional needs 
coincides with that perceived as best meeting local needs. There is no regional 
consensus on the value of alternatives to the region, and the perception of 
regional value is strongly biased toward county or community level needs. 
Table 28. Percentage of respondents indicating that the alternative they 
preferred would also best serve specific needs or purposes within 
the re ion. 
Type of need 
Transportation 
Tourism industry 
development 
Economic 
dcvelo ment 
Household 
83.8 
84.oa 
Level of need 
Community County Regional 
80.2 65.5 
83.0 84.2 70.5 
79.5 62 .. ') 
a Calculated from the 56. 7 per cent of all returns which indicated an expected 
increase in household income resulting from any route development. 
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A point of heated debate in the highway development issue has been the 
extent to which residents of the region oppose either development in general 
or the development of a certain route. Although no specific question on the 
survey instrument was designated to solicit opposition to route development 
there were points (particularly in questions 9, 10, 11: Appendix B) where a 
respondent could register opposition. Responses so indicating were specially 
coded and the results of this effort are displayed in Table 29. Very small 
numbers of respondents opposed development of any one route. Even in San 
Juan County which has much to lose from the construction of altcrnati vc NE-1, 
only 20 per cent of respondents expressed opposition to that development. Two 
reasons were commonly voiced for opposing a particular route. One was the 
opinion that the route in question would be too expensive to justify its con-
struction. The other was the belief that too much damage would be clone to 
scenic or defacto wilderness areas by construction of the proposed route. 
Finally, only 2 per cent of questionnaire respondents expressed opposition to 
all road de velopmcnt in the region. 
A limited number of respondents availed themselves of the opportunity 
to present their own ideas and to make additional comments in the final section 
of the questionnaire. Those who did, generally reiterated \iews already 
expressed. A few, however, presented new ideas. Several respondents 
indicated that a route should be constructed directly connecting Moab and 
and Hanksville in Wayne County. Other respondents felt that the parkway route 
should be constructed down the east side of the Colorado River and along the 
eastern shore of Lake Powell. A few San Juan County residents expressed the 
Table 29. 
Alternative 
NE-1 
NE-2 
SW-1 
SW-2 
Percentage of residents of each county who voiced opposition to highway development 
proposals. 
Coun 
Grand San Juan Kane Garfield 
14 20 5 6 
4 0 0 9 
11 12 5 6 
7 7 0 6 
Wayne 
0 
0 
0 
0 
.... 
"" 
"' 
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desire for a connecting link between Utah Highway 95 near Natural Bridges 
National Monument and the east entrance to Canyonlands National Park. 
Finally, a number of respondents made it clear that the Hole-in-the-Rock road 
should have been included as a portion of alternative SW-2. The expressions 
favoring development of this road along with the Garfield County preferences 
observed by Brown and Hunt (1972) indicate that if it had been included in SW-2, 
that alternative probably would have gained support in Garfield County at the 
expense of the SW-1 alternative. 
Evaluation of Resident 
Perceptions 
The next task involves comparing the perceptions of Canyonlands 
Region residents with projections from transportation analysis and tourism 
data. The primary point of interest is how realistic the views and expectations 
of residents appear to be in the light of these data. Arc residents reasonably 
aware of what the various route alternatives will and will not accomplish? 
In the preceding section a high correlation was observed between 
residents' perceptions of which alternative would best fit household, community, 
and county needs and their preference for route development (Table 28). Ap-
parently residents actually believed that the one development they preferred 
would best fit all needs at the several levels, or they did not discriminate clearly 
between their general route preference and the specific functions which that 
development would fill. Returned questionnaires reveal examples of each of 
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these possibilities. In either event, expressed preferences rather than 
individual perceptions may be relie<l upon for comparison with transportation 
and tourism data. Wl1en specific perceptions or reasons expressed for pre-
ferring a particular route are revealing, they will be examined. 
Transportation analysis indicated that Grand County would benefit by the 
construction of proposal NE-2 (completion of Utah Highway 95) from improved 
access to Lake Powell and a shorter (but not faster) route to Grand Junction, 
Colorado. The tourism industry in the southern part of the county was projected 
to receive a substantial boost from construction of NE-1 and from the entire 
Canyon Country National Parkway. Residents of the county strongly preferred 
development of alternative NE-1 and of the complete parkway route. They 
were well aware that a major increase in county tourism business would follow 
development of this route. Many county residents also anticipated that NE-1 
would considerably improve access from Moab to Lake Powell. They did not 
realize that NE-2, which is certain to be completed prior to NE-1, would 
improve lake access and that the parkway route would not represent a further 
significant improvement. It would reduce the mileage to Rite Crossing, but 
would not reduce the travel time possible via NE-2. 
Alternative NE-2 was shown by transportation and tourism data analyses 
to be the route which would best serve San Juan County, an<l the northern portion 
of the parkway route, proposal NE-1, was anticipated to have a detrimental 
effect on county tourism business. Since NE-2 is the only alternative that enters 
the county, it is not surprising that San Juan County residents preferred its 
development or that they selected combinations NE-2, SW-2 or NE-2, SW-1. 
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They frequently expressed that these combinations would serve county or 
regional transportation needs. The transportation analysis indicates that this 
would not be the case with NE-2, SW-1 since the National Park Service would 
discourage such use, and because travel to points served by this combination 
would be faster via Arizona routes. San Juan County residents were aware 
that NE-1 could be detrimental to their interests. They gave it extremely low 
priority and about 20 per cent of them preferred that it not be developed. 
Kane County residents firmly believed that the parkway route would be 
in their best interest. They expressed a strong preference for alternative 
SW-1 and for combination NE-1, SW-1. They expect the parkway to be both 
an important travel artery through the region and to produce a considerable 
increase in tourism business in their county and the region. Transportation and 
tourism analyses presented a different picture. It was predicted that SW-1 
would have little impact on regional transportation because it would not 
produce significant mileage reductions and because its use would be subject to 
National Park Service regulation. While tourism data indicated that the park-
way route would bring additional travelers into the county, major increases 
in tourist expenditure in the county were not anticipated. The situation in the 
cmmty is complicated by the proposed development of the Kaiparowits power 
plant. If construction of alternative SW-1 is followed by construction of the 
power plant, then resident perceptions of the route's importance to the county 
may be justified; otherwise, they appear tc be teo optimistic. 
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Alternative SW-2 is clearly the development that would do most for 
Garfield County. It would convert Utah Highway 12 from a dead-end street into 
the axis of a system serving transportation needs of communities situated along 
the route and would provide a scenic link for tourism travel, particularly between 
Bryce Canyon and Capitol Reef National Parks. The economic impact of 
increased tourism in the county would not be great but would be important to the 
particular communities affected. Perceptions and preferences of county 
residents were generally in agreement with this analysis; a substantial majority 
viewed SW-2 as being the best alternative for serving needs at all levels within 
the region. The expectation that alternative NE-1, SW-2 combination would 
best serve to increase tourism business in the county caused a plurality of 
county residents to prefer this combination. This expectation is plausable in 
light of the transportation and tourism analyses. 
In Wayne County transportation analysis revealed that alternative SW-2 
would have a small beneficial affect on county transportation needs and tourism 
pattern projections indicate that it would have a major beneficial affect on count.v 
tourism industry. The preferences and perceptions of county residents cor-
responded closely to these predictions. They displayed a strong preference for 
SW-2 and for the lwo combinations which include SW-2. 'Residents specifically 
mentioned anticipated county transportation and tourism industry benefits as 
being their reasons for preferring those routes. 
In general, resident preferences for route development and their per-
ceptions as to which alternative$ would best serve household, community, and 
county level needs compared well with projections from transportation and 
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tourism analyses. On these levels residents appeared to have generally 
realistic expectations. Even the views of Kane County residents were not 
beyond reason considering the intervening factor of possible power plant 
development. On the other hand, views of regional needs and of which routes 
would serve these needs were highly biased toward counVJ or community con-
siderations. In each county the route perceived as best for the region was the 
same as that expected to best serve county needs. There was no conccnsus that 
any single alternative would best meet regional requirements. 
Anyone seeking to identify a regional preference for route development 
would have to conclude that if there is a regional preference it is for develop-
ment of all proposed alternatives. This conclusion would greatly distort the 
nature of the situation by making it appear that particular developments desired 
in different parts of the region have support throughout the region. In fact, the 
residents of San Juan County probably are less concerned about tho Boulder 
Mountain road, for instance, than arc residents of the Wasatch Front who 
would usc that road for recreational excursions. To say that alternative NE-1 
between Hite Crossing and Moab is a part of a system of Canyonlands Region 
highway needs also obscures the fact that it would probably prove highly 
detrimental to the residents of San Juan County. It seems likely that there 
would have been far less confusion in the Canyonlands highway development 
issue if needs of particular counties had been identified with those counties 
rather than as needs of the region. 
Representativeness of 
Local Government 
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The final point of interest for this study was whether or not the positions 
taken in the highway development issue by local government bodies are reasonable 
expressions of the views of their constituents. The county commissions oi the 
Canyonlands Regions counties have been the local government bodies primarily 
involved in the issue. Their position has been that they favor construction of 
the entire Golden Circle system of highway developments. Since, however, the 
Canyon Country National Parkvvay route has been the only portion of the Golden 
Circle system which has been highly controversial, most commission efforts 
have been in support of this particular proposal. 
Representing the Golden Circle as being the highway development needs 
of the Canyonlands Region involves exactly the type of distortion mentioned 
previouslv. Still, it has political validity. While residents of the region 
preferred developments close to home it was rare that they actually opposed 
developments in other parts of the region. This lack of internal conflict means 
that although the Golden Circle concept may distort the exact views of region 
residents, it i;; a legitimate and effective tool for representing their interests. 
It ;;lrenglhens the arguments for particular development proposals by giving 
them regional sanction and provides a rallying point in the face of opposition. 
There is one point in which the actions of the county commissions may 
prove to have been contrary to the interests of the region. In 1971 the 
commissions were virtually alone in their refusal to accept the road study 
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compromise provision of the Moss bill on Glen Canyon National Recreation Area. 
They held out for a definite commitment to build the Glen Canyon City to 
Bullfrog Basin road and obtained the cooperation of Representative Lloyd. 
The chain of events that followed may conclude with the Glen Canyon legislation 
uncompleted at the adjournment of the !l2nd Congress. If that is the case, any 
action on the road proposal will be delayed while new legislation is introduced 
and moved through a new Congress. 
If the present legislation does pass with the provision for road con-
struction intact, the road will be built by legislative mandate without a thorough 
investigation of its value. Although the county commissioners and the highway 
department claim that this point has been adequately examined they have not 
produced any reports of such studies. 1° Considering the investment that con-
struction of the Glen Canyon City to Bullfrog Basin route would entail, some 
study is in order. 
It is difficult to sec why the county commissions opposed the road study 
proposal. They had nothing to lose by a careful study. If their opinions arc 
correct concerning the need for the road, the study would have sustained them; 
if not, the study would have prevented a rather costly mistake. 
10Tbc author contacted a number of highway department officials as well 
as Four Corners Regional Commission personnel and was unable to find any 
indication that any study specifically examining the need for development of the 
Canyon Country National Parkway route has ever been conducted. He was 
constantly referred to the Golden Circle report which proves nothing about 
the need for the parkway. 
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CONCLUSIONS 
This study was designed to seek answers to several questions relating 
to the highway development issue in the Canyonlands Region of southern Utah. 
Analysis of road system changes which would be produced by proposed highway 
construction revealed that most proposals would not have a significant impact 
on regional transportation. Impacts on the tourism industry resulting from 
changes in travel patterns would he substantial in some parts of the region, 
but almost non-existant in others. The region, as a whole, could expect 
some modest gains for this segment of the local economy. 
Canyonlands Region residents preferred development of route alterna-
tives which they perceived would do the most for their county, community and 
household. Regional needs were not clearly perceived and were less important 
in determining preferences. No single route proposal emerged as a regional 
choice for development. The expectations of residents regarding effects of 
development of alternative routes proved reasonably congruent with indications 
obtained by transportation system and tourism travel pattern analyses. The 
position on the issue taken by the county commissions of the Canyonlands 
Region distorts the views of residents but does so in a way that generally serves 
the local interest. 
This project was not designed to be a case study, yet it provides some 
insight into a typical example of the increasingly common confrontation 
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between interests seeking local economic development and those desiring to pre-
serve some portion of the natural environment, It is particularly noteworthy 
that the public decisions on the highway development issue are being made 
almost entirely on the basis of political power in a virtual absence of data 
relating to the socioeconomic and resource situations. Some of those involved 
in the issue exhibited a pronounced hostility to the idea of conducting studies 
to obtain such data or of using study results as input to the decisionmaking 
process. Finally, the findings of the few related studies that have been con-
ducted have been grossly distorted on the rare occasions that they have been 
used by those involved in the issue. These phenomena, if common, certainly 
have implications for resource planning and decisionmaking which might 
themselves be worthy of investigation. 
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APPENDIXES 
Aprendix A 
DAffiY QUESTIONNAIRE 
UTAH STATE UNIVERSITY, LOGAN, UTAH RESEARCH PROJECT NO. 724 
Utah State University is conducting reM-arch on Vl~iton to Utah. 1:\y tilling out thi~ card with your expendltures in the State you could help 1.1.1 greatly. 
For each expenditu~e JUSt fill in the amount and other inform~110n on the tine. !:or the next expenditw-e use a separate line. When you leave the State, 
record the date and just drop the post cllld ir> a mail box at your convenience. We would appreciate your help on this project very much. 
I::NTERING DATE __________ L.l-.AVING DATE _____ _ HOME RESIDENCE 
City Stllte 
DAH AMOUNT 
(X nexr ta 
gmount If Cl't:dit 
J:lll'd pu;ci1~1111) 
TYPI: TOWN 
(LodKing, gas, food, <'lc.) 
DATI' AMOUNT 
(X next to 
amOul'lt ij<:';cdit 
c<Ud purchaKJ 
TYPE 
{LmlgmK. KQS. food, Nc.) 
TYPE OF TRIP: Business ( ), Vacation ( ). Hunting ( ), Skiing ( ), Other (rp«lfyj _____ ~-------
Piease answer the rollowing qucuions. 
I) Wh•r ir. lh~ num~r of people in your piU"Iy" ~hildren __ , 1e~n•1~rs __ . adultJ __ , toral __ _ 
TOWN 
2) What type of vehicle arc you drlving1 car () car&. trailer () pick-up () pi~k-up &. o:"ampt~r () pick-up, camper&trailer () Motorcycle () ocher ( ). 
J) In which broad category dou your family incom~ fall"! le"" than SSOOO( J ,\5000-$9999 ( ) -SJO,OOO·Sl4.999 ( ) $1~,000 plus ( ) 
4) lbve you Villited Utah before" '1~'-- No·--
5) Did you writ~ Co the Ulah lrMY~I Cuuncll befort cummg to Utah? Yu No 
If yu, did you receiVe ny information! Yel No 
b) Where did ~au Uay (town) the ni&ht before you enll•red Utah on th.lllrip? -=============== 
Where do ~ou plan to II&~ the r .... t nia;ht after lnvin& Utah on lhlt.trlpt _ 
Th1s map shows the major highways m Utah. P!cas.e draw on lhe map the general route you ;u:e following through Utah on thiJ tnp. Also, pleue list lh.e 
towm or areu where you !tllyovemight, lhe type of acoommodBtiom u!ied for eBch town or area, and WhBt recreation or tourist attractiOns you vuit while 
m l'tah 
Overnight 
Town or Area Lodging TYP\' Attractions Visited 
(Camping, Mottl, Frltmds. <ttc.j 
Please drop this card in any mail box. No signature or postage is necessary. 
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Appendix B 
Resident Preference Questionnaire 
UTAH STATE UNIVERSITY LOGAN, UTAH 84322 
INSTITUTE FOR THE STUDY OF 
OUTDOOR RECREATION AND TOURISM 
Dear Southern Utah Resident: 
A few months ago you received and returned to us a 
questionnaire which dealt with highway construction proposals 
for Southern Utah, The results of that study are now being 
published in the Utah Tourism and Recreation Review. Hopefully, 
they will be used in making future highway development decisions. 
Although the results of that study are proving useful, they 
leave several questions unanswered and have even raised additional 
questions about how residents of Southern Utah view the various 
proposals for highway development. For these reasons we are 
again asking for your help. 
On the following pages you will find four maps showing 
some of the highway development proposals which are currently 
receiving the most attention. Also enclosed is a questionnaire 
asking your opinion on how these proposals would affect your 
household, community, and region. Would you please fill out the 
questionnaire, answering the questions for your entire household. 
When you have finished, just return the questionnaire to us in 
the enclosed postage-paid envelope. 
The more returns we receive, the more accurately we will be 
able to report the opinions of Southern Utah residents. Also, a 
graduate student at U.S.U. is depending on the response to this 
study as the basis for his masters research project. 
-~ 
The maps on this page show two possible alternatives tor scenic highway development in 
Southern Utah. Since these alternatives lie in the northeastern portion of the region, they have been 
designated as alternatives "N E·1" and "NE-2". The development env1sioned for these proposals involves 
construction of new highway or the up-grading of existing routes so that all portions of each 
alternative would be high-standard, two lane, paved highway. Development would also involve 
designation, marking, and advertisement of the selected scenic routes. 
N E- I 
' 
' k 
' ______________ _! 
NE-2 
' 
' ~~0~------ ----------------~ 
PropOsed route development -------
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The maps on this page show two additional alternatives for possible development as scenic 
highways. Since these alternatives lie in the southwestern portion of the Southern Utah region, they 
have been designated as alternatives "SW-1" and "SW-2". Development of these alternatives would 
involve the same measures mentioned for the previous alternatives. 
S W- I 
sw 2 
Proposed route development --------
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UTAH STATE UNIVERSITY LOGAN UTAH 84322 
INSTITUTE FOR THE STUDY OF 
OUTDOOR RECREATION AND TOURISM 
HIGHWAY DEVELOPMFNT QUESTIONNAIRE 
This questionnaire is part of an effort to determine the op:!1~<..:ns of Southern Utah residents regarding scenic highway 
development in the region. Would you please fill out this quest1onnaire, answering the questions for your entire household. Although 
there is a code number on the questionnaire which allows us to determine the distribution of responses from within the region, your 
answers will in no way be identified with you as an individual. 
The following questions ask you to select one alternative or a combination of alternatives from the maps on the accompanying 
sheet. Please refer to the maps as you answer these questions. Most of the questions can be answered with a single check mark in the 
appropriate box. The last two items on the questionnaire provide you an opportunity to give your own ideas on possible routes for 
scenic highway development and to comment on any points that you feel do not receive adequate coverage in the other questions. 
SECTION I 
The questions in this section ask your opinion about how the development of the various routes might affect transportation, the 
recreati0n and touri~m industry, and the over-all economy of Southern Utah. Please answer each question by checking one box in each 
section !A, 8, ;.,,J o...;) of each question. 
TRANSPORTATION NEEDS 
1. Which one alternative do you think would best meet the transportation needs of: 
A. Yourself and the members of your household? 
0 NE-1 OSW-1 D No difference 
0 NE-2 OSW-2 0 Not certain 
B. The residents of your county? 
0 NE-1 OSW·l 0 No difference 
0 NE-2 OSW-2 D Not certain 
c. The residents of the entire Southern Utah region? 
0 NE 1 OSW-1 D No difference 
0 NE-2 OSW-2 0 Not certain 
2. Which one combination of one northeast and one southwest alternative do you think would best meet the transport<~tion 
needs of: . - -- -
A. Yourself and the members of your household? 
0 NE-1 and SW-1 0 NE-2 and SW-1 0 No difference 
0 NE-1 and SW-2 0 NE-2 and SW-2 0 Not certain 
B. The residents of your county? 
0 NE-1 and SW-1 0 NE-2 and SW-1 0 No difference 
0 NE-1 and SW-2 0 NE-2 and SW-2 0 Not certain 
C. The residents of the entire Southern Utah region 7 
0 NE-1 andSW-1 0 NE-2 and SW-1 0 No difference 
0 NE-1 and SW-2 0 NE-2 and SW-2 0 Not certain 
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RECREATION AND TOURISM 
3. Which one alternative do you think would contribute most to the development of the recreation and tourism industry of: 
A. Your city or town? (Rural route residents please use the town through which you receive postal service.) 
0 NE-1 0 SW-1 0 No difference 
0 NE-2 0 SW-2 0 Not certain 
B. Your county? 
0 NE·1 
0 NE-2 
C. The entire Southern Utah region? 
0 NE·1 
D NE·2 
DSW-1 
OSW-2 
OSW-1 
D SW-2 
0 No difference 
D Not certain 
D No difference 
0 Not certain 
4. Which one combination of one northeast and one southwest alternative do you think would contribute most to the 
development of the recreation and tourism industry of: 
A. Your city or town? (Rural route residents please use the town tllrough which you receive postal service.) 
0 NE-1 and SW-1 0 NE-2 and SW-1 0 No difference 
0 NE·l and SW-2 0 NE-2 and SW-2 0 Not certain 
B. Your county? 
0 NE-1 and SW-1 
0 NE-1 and SW-2 
C. The entire Southern Utah region? 
0 NE-1 and SW-1 
0 NE-1 and SW-2 
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
0 NE-2 and SW-1 
0 NE-2 and SW-~ 
0 "NE-2 aod SW-1 
0 NE·2 and SW-2 
0 No difference 
D Not certain 
0 No difference 
D Not certain 
5. Which one alternative do you think would contirubte most to the general economic development of: 
A. Your county? 
0 NE·1 DSW-1 0 No difference 
0 NE·2 DSW-2 0 Not certain 
B. The entire Southern Utah region? 
0 NE-1 OSW-1 0 No difference 
0 NE-2 0 SW-2 0 Not certain 
6. Which one combination of one northeast and one southwest alternative do you think would contribute most to the general 
economic development of: 
A. Your county? 
B. 
0 NE·l andSW-1 
0 NE-1 and SW-2 
The entire Southern Utah region? 
0 NE-1 andSW-1 
0 NE-1 and SW-2 
0 NE-2 and SW-1 
0 NE-2 and SW-2 
0 NE-2 and s.N-1 
0 NE-2 and SW-2 
0 No difference 
D Not certain 
D No difference 
0 Not certain 
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SECTION II 
This section asks how development of the various proposals might affect your household income and then asks about your 
over-all preference for route development. With one exception (question 11), these questions should be answered by d1ecking one box 
in part "A" and then writing a few words in part "8". Question 11 should be answered by indicating the order of development that 
you prefer. 
7. A. Which one alternative, if any, would you expect to provide you and the members of your household with the best 
opportunity to increase your income? 
0 NE-1 
0 NE-2 
OSW-1 
OSW-2 
D No anticipated effect 
0 Not certain 
B. If you anticipate that development of one alternative would provide an opportunity for you or a member of your 
household to increase your income, what would be the probable source of such income? 
8. A. Which one alternative, if any, would you expect to produce a financial loss or a decrease in income for yourself or 
any member of your household? 
0 NE-1 
0 NE-2 
OSW-1 
OSW-2 
D No anticipated effect 
0 Not certain 
B. If you anticipate that development of any one alternative would result in a decrease in income or other financial loss 
for yourself or any member of your household, what would be the cause of this loss? 
9. A. Assuming that only one of the four alternatives could be developed, which one would you prefer? 
ONE-1 OSW-1 DNodevelopment 
0 NE-2 OSW-2 0 No preference 
B. What are your primary reasons for selecting this alternative? 
10. A. Assuming that only one northeast and one southwest alternative could be developed, which one combination would 
you prefer? 
ONE-1andSW-1 0NE-2andSW-1 DNodevelopment 
0 NE-1 and SW-2 0 NE-2 and SW-2 D No preference 
B. What are your primary reasons for prefering this combination? 
11. A. Assuming that in the long-run all alternatives could be de11eloped, in what order would you like to have them 
developed? (Please indicate order of development b'! writing in 1st, 2nd, etc.) 
NE-1 SW-1 __ No development 
NE-2 SW-2 __ No preference 
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B. What are your primary reasons for selecting this order? 
SECTION Ill 
If you would like to make any suggestions for scenic route development or to comment on any aspects of this issue, please feel 
free to do so using the map and space provided below. 
If you were to select your own choice of a route for SC~Jnic highway developm111nt in Southern Utah, what route 
.....ould you select? (Please sketch your choice on the map below.) 
' ----wr..~----
________________ J 
If you have any additional comments on this topic that you would like to make, we would appreciate having them. 
WHEN YOU HAVE FINISHED with this questionnaire, just return it to us in the enclosed envelope (there is no need to return the 
map sheet). The postage will be paid by us; no stamp is reQuired. Thank you very much for taking tfle time to complete the 
questionnaire. 
Appendix C 
Copv of Press Release By 
Calvin Black, July 9, 1972 
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San Juan County Commissioner Calvin Black today charged the Utah 
State University Institute for the Study of Outdoor Recreation and Tourism 
with incompetence and wasting the taxpayers' money. 
He made this charge as a result of the composition of a so-called 
"questionnaire" recently sent to half of the househoulds of Kane, Garfield, 
Wayne, Grand, and San Juan Counties concerning roads in southern Utah, 
and the reporting of the results therefrom. 
Commissioner Black said at the time the questionnaire was sent he 
called Dr. John Hunt and objected to the questions as not being relative to the 
issue, that they were designed for programmed answers, which would be 
rehtive only to road priorities, would not give an indication of what total road 
system was desired by the people, and that the results would tend to pit county 
against county and community against community which has been a major 
reason for lack of development in southern Utah in the past. 
Mr. Black said the way the questions were phrased would be like ask-
ing a person if he would rather have his right arm or his left arm, if he could 
only have one! 
He said the questions were devised badly enough, but the reporting of 
the results were even worse. Only 5 per cent of the people in southern Utah 
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opposed the roads, but no one would ever guess those were the real results 
based on the press release and bulletin put out by the university, 
The Commissioner stated that the question that should be asked of the 
people of southern Utah is: "Do you want the "Golden Circle" road system 
as planned by the State and Counties, or do you want only that small part of it 
which is supported by the exclusionists which they call their "alternative?" 
Copy of Press Release By 
John D. Hunt, July 11, 1972 
Dr. John D. Hunt, Chairman of the Institute for the Study of Outdoor 
Recreation and Tourism, Utah State University, expressed regret that 
individuals disagreeing with results of a recent poll found it necessary to be-
little the validity of the survey, 
Hunt indicated that the particular survey was designed to gi vc local 
residents of southern Utah an opportunity to express their opinions on high-
way route alternatives in the vicinity of Canyonlands National Park and Glen 
Canvon National Recreation Areas. 
"We believe in the importance of people expressing themselves on Joe~! 
issues, and the Institute provides that opportunity through its surveys," Dr. 
Hunt said. "And, needless to say, we are aware that the results of certain 
polls won't always prove unanimously popular. That was the ease with the 
Trans- Escalante Highway poll. 
"The highway development proposals have been controversial in the 
southern utah area, and we recognize that. We made every effort to make 
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the questionnaire a simple one and we made every effort to be honest, unbiased 
and analytical. We certainly don't consider the findings worthless, and we are 
sorry that some individuals who disagree with the published results feel they 
must discredit the validity of the survey. 
"We are also concerned that some individuals may use part of the survey 
data out of context, thus distorting the results. We interpreted the survey 
data to indicate that more than nine out of ten southern Utah residents favored 
highway development in the region, and that local sentiment favored construction 
of the controversial trans-Escalante highway from Bullfrog Basin to Glen Canyon 
City. 11 
The director of the Institute said that anyone interested in reviewing 
the survey may receive a copy of the methodology, questionnaire, and results 
by writing the Institute for the Study of Outdoor Recreation and Tourism, Utah 
State University, Logan, utah 84322. 
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